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Abstra4t

4)

This research examines stability of classroom behavior from.
1

0 -

b
,several perspectives: 1) the 'relative consisteiTcy of teacher'behavior

in two different sectionspf.thesame course taughk concurrently;

2) the' relative consistency 'of student behaviorin math and English

, -

classes attended concurrently; and 3) differences in student and

teacher behavior in math vs. Englishclasses°(to determine the

effects of subject matter on teacher and student behavior). In generpl,

stability 'coefficients obtained heie write muchhigher than those

,

expected on the basis of earlier research on stability in courses
ir

taught successi- vely rather than concurrently. Evenso, high inferen e

(fatings were more stab than low inference counts of dikrete

behaviors, and many iehaviors did not occur often enough to allow

stable measurement/ despite intensive observation: data are

,discussed with xterdtnce to implementing different treatments in.

experimental studies in order to document the differential effects,

.and in refdrence to the pOssibility of linking teacher stability On

clusters of ,variables with,inforthation abouf,'studeht outcomes
:s.
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Introduction

The degree o which teacher behavior is consistent or,stable

across ohser.vat ns ia important to investigations of the relationships

between teachi processes and their outcomes. It affects the magnitude

of potedtial rrelations between pkocess measures and outcome measures

in much the e way_that test-retest reliability (stability) affects

the potenti ',correlations between ttst'scores and other measures.

Stabi ty also enters into theoretical conceptualizations. Many

investigations of.teacher gffectiventss:are based on a stated or

implied interest in generic teaching behaviors ttla cut across contexts,

subject matter, Student types, and other variab ps often used to
.--

.circumscribe discussions.Of teactng. The idea is to idengfy rela-

tionships between generic teaching variables and gen'triC outcomes.

This approach is eenabld only-if there really are generic teaching

variables with generic outcomes.

There was little interest in the stability of classroom process

measures until fairly recently. There is considerable interest

presently, partly because 'of greater recognition of the considerations

described wove, and partly because of two iecent influences. One

has been, the appearance and aftermath -of Dunkin and"Biddle's (1974)

.%)
The Study of Teaching. After reviewing most bf the existing process-,

outcome research on teaching, these authors concluded that a major

-

deficiency of this research had been the failUre to take into account

-1-
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classroom context variables what influence processes and prbtess-

outcome relationships. Context was presented as a topic worthy of

consideration in its,own right; and also as something that needed

to be taken into account more successfully in research on process-

outcome relationships. 'Some important contexts-might _he_subject

matter, area, class discussion\::. individual seatwork or grade level.

1-

The other recent influence which has led to an interest in the

stability of classroom processes has been the application of general-

izability'theory to classroom behavioral data (Shavelson and Dempsey-
.

\:. .

'Atvfood, 1976). Applying statistical concepts and procedures developed

from test and measurement approaches, methodologists/interested in

,1
genbralizability theory have elaborated.the point made above, that

process-outcome relationships are, affected by the stability of pfbcess

.-,measures, illustrating some of their conclusions withstability data

from existing tudies.

Shavelson and Dempsey-Atwood (1976) surveyed most of the existing
of

stability data on classroom process/es and concluded that generaliza-

bility of many of these measures is limited in most cases. 'Measurement

is not yet standardized, since a variety .of observation systems are

used. Also, context is seldom varied in:ways that would allow its

effects to be included in research designs systematically rather than

left to contribute to error variance, yielding low stability in process

a
measures. In general, they fbund that global ratings were more stable

Ry
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than low inference frequency counts of discrete behaviors.' Low stability

in frequency counts often is due to low frequency occurrence, Which

.restricts variance so that stability calculations are based on

inherently unreliable data. Also, low inference variables are more

subject to context effects rand therefore more subject to instability

when context is overlooked.

In contrast to generalizability theory approaches, studies
,

'
designed and conducted by-the C &elates of Effective Teaching Program

are based on attempts to understand the reasons for instability., The

Junior High School study, from which these data come, is one Of a

series of programmatic efforts to study teaching processes and the

variables which affect them..

4

'few, if any, generic teaching

expected to have constant and

These studies have shown that there are

processes (certainly none that' can .be

predictable effects across settings): so

that it is likely that searching for them will not be very fruitful.

Instability of processes across contexts is viewed dsnot only unavoid-

able but 4,0prqpriateor ideal: teachers should teach differently in '

' different contexts, and effective teachers are likely to do so. The

task of researchers who want to,understand teaching effectiveness, is to

identify and examine these context differences. Treating them as

error'variance and either ignoring or trying to minimize them will
.

mask orderly relationships%

Before discussing the Junior High School-Study and the stability

data for this report, some of'the findings from earlier process-

,

0
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product research at second and third grades (The Texas Teacher,

Effectiveness Study) will be discussed as background (Brophy andti

Evertson, 1976; Note 1): In that study, context distinctions were

built into data collection and analyses. Therefore, systematic,-

differences in patterns of process-outcome relationships could be

examined for different settings (low Vs. high socio-economic schools) '

and for teacher'-student interaction occurring in different conXexts

(whole class vs. small group interactions and contacts, initiated by

teachers vs. contacts initiated by students). p
4

Stability of process measures was also eatamined across time (two
-

school year/S) and across contexts'<whole class' interactions tn the

mocning and in the afternoons, as well as those,in small groups). In

general, these investigations revealed that high inferenc.e ratings

were more stable than scores based upon low inferente'doding of

discrete behaviors. This agrees it general with the Shavelson and

Dempsey-Atwood findings.

In ,particular, set of 12 high inference ratings developed by

Emmer (Note' 2) ,and discused in Emmer end:PeCk.(1973), showed cor-

.

relations of .53 to .86 across contexts Within the same schbol year,

and nine of these 12 rating scales shoWed correlaticp between .5

.88 across school years (Brophy, Coulter, Crawford,, EVertson, and King

1975). Two of the three measures that were not stablescross

years concetned student rather than teacher behavior (pupil p'issivity

r .

and pupil-pupil interaction), which is not surprising, -since different

-11
4.
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-pupils were involved. However, the teacher measure that did not show

consistency was a rating of teacher presentation, one of the variables

identified by Shavelson and DempSey-Atwood as-likely to be consistent.

The data on stability across years in this earlierstmUyi (Brophy,

Eyertson, Crawford, -King and Senior, Note 3), probably were artificially

0

low for at least two reasons. One was that there was a district-wide

mandated change in curricula and methods between the two years. We

suspect that this is one reason why "teacher presents copn of subject

matter" was not stable, as previously mentioned. A second reason wad

that only four observations were conducted per c assroom in the first'

year of the study , compared to 14 in the second year. Four obServa-

, tions simply were not enough to obtaina reliable sample of many of

the behaviors being codedu

Texas-Junior High School Study

The data collectredin the Texas Junior high School Studyare,

more suited to the assessment of stabiy of classroom 'process

measure -The,design was ima-oved over Oe earlier study in several

waygf6 the purpoge of"examining stability: 1) Data were collected
II

.
during the same school year in parallel sections of seventh and eighth

grade mathematIlp or English classes taught.by..the same teachers in

the same schools; 2) Pairs of observers alternated visits to 136

rassroOms averaging 20 hours of observation'in each; .3 Data were

collected on a large numberof individual students, enabling investi-

gations of student effects on stability a$ well as teacher effects;

- AN

and 4) The low inference aodinc system was modified especially for

/
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Ilse in'tecondary classrooms in order to capture' appropriate contextual

differences. Details of sample selection, methodology and rationale'

for the Junior High School study'are discussed below.

Methodology and Rationile'

... . . ,

DescrAptdin of the-Sample. Sixtreight teachers (39 in
.
English.

and 29 in Math),were observe_ d in 'nine of the-11 junior high satoois

in a large urban school district. Since two, sections -for each

teaCker were observed, there we

Two observerS.alternated visit

hour observations in,each class

re $:::*total of 136'classrooms in*all:

, , ,

4)1 o-these clatses, averaging 20 one-
.

, although the actual-range was from
4-

16-22 observations.''Observafioris Agan in early6fali,.1974, and

ended in May, 1975.. Junior high ,schoOlin the district were

.1*
included in &local busing plan whid4-Lprovided for buling of blaCk

444.
:

students (onLy):to .the Prddominately.w4ite junior high;schoois;

4 . , .

:It

Teac selected for the studylAT-6"fhose
, .-

." '.." .

previous gar, of experience in (heit'subject matter area
,,..,

-

.

' feac first year *teachers, or teachers who shifted
%

with at least one

Student

into-0,;ese

areas/Itom some other subject matter were not included. Each

ic two separate sections of his or her
1

teacher-was Observed
'/

subject-matter. (math or English) which allowed. systematic attenfion.

to t4 question of teacher stability vertus,variability in process;.

Inclusion of two different butbehavior across tlassroom settings.

m.;
4siportant schoo4-subjec reas allowed AalyseS of poirble

021,- 0

O
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A

differences between optimal teaching for English versus math-teachers.

7

The teacher sample was unusually complete and.represerioative.

The number of teachers in the sample was not only large enough.to.allow'

cqnfidence in the-statistical analyses to be used, but it was repre-

sentative in that 4 included almost all eligible,reacbers in the city

school system and was reasonably free of volunteer effects or other

sample bias effects.

Approximately twelve students in each clads were randomly chosen

within sex as "target" students (total NF1412). alias apparent that .

observers would not be able to identify and reteler'code.numberS fbi

all students in each class in which they observed (some observers saw

4
er as many as 500 -600 students a week). Therefore, in order to be'able

to fecord!ataeast some individual student data, a small subsaniple of

4 .W*.target students was' identified' each class. These "t(erget" _students

- ,.

,
,

were Selected randomly from teachers' olls before an observations were

,conducted in any.dlassrooms.
6
These students were.assigned-identifi-:

,cation numbers which were; used to record each dyadic'contagt that, they

4

shared with the Leacher. The'remainder of the class (non-target,

total 2=2008) 4re alio,included in the data collection, but pheir
.

,

respopses were designated only by check marks in the "male" or "female"

columns provided on the coding sheet's._ Thdse undifferentiated dyadic

contacts were used in aggregate

,t

proportions for each, teacher'.

One exception to randoth selection Was made, however. In' selecting

scores br, for computing class means dnd

target students,fefforts were also made to use a large sample of ik

S

14
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students who were attending botha math and do English class included

in the study (N=199). -These selection procedures resulted in a,subgroup

.

of Atudents.who mere*taught by two different teachers.., This subgroup

willbe referred' to as "overlap" students.. Therefore, the design of

the study made it possible to examine testability of individual teachers'

behaviors across sections, and also'stabiiity of individual student

0 ,

behavior across teachers and subject.
psoe

In most cases, the sections taught by each teacher were ostensibly,

alike, sb that the, studenti differed, but the subject tatter content,

teacher, and School were'the same.' Some differences were introduced,

however, by tradking within schools. This sometimes created differences
0

between the student populations iil.the two classrooms of interest. In-

general, however, there' waS reason to expect stability.
A

- This expectation was-enfiancedty the fact that the study was con-

fined to\teachers who had taught for at least a year in their present '

subject matter area and to class sections that net continuously and thus
.

were structurally, comparable (we avoided split sections that met for

part of the time bef ore luncH andthe remainder of the time after lunch.)
.

It was belieVed that by examiningstability across contexts of

subject matter and time of day, we would be bgtter able to determine

(

hOw those contexts affect other findings of the study and to take -

into account student effects on teachers. Analyse's sucb-as those

discuss0 in this paper will serve egs.tdentify classroom processes

and teacher, behavjpts and characteristics which are gederic and

stable and those which are situation specific.

1 5
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Description of the Instruments

i

A list and brief description of the data subsets is provid d in

Wndix A.
1

Classroom Observational Coding System. The primary low inference
''.

1 R
1

.

observation instrument was an adaptation of the' Codingp,dystem used ih 2

'."-.."--Nr... the Texas Teacher 'Effectiveness Study (Brophy & Evei-tson, Note 4; Brophy,_ -

,

0

Evertdon, Baum, Crawford and Edgarj. Note 5). See Appendices B Ec.'.0 for

cops of the coding sheets. This modified instrument was developed td'-
.

1,- ,

include awide range.of varkabled-; Including most-lofthodp stressed 'bp
i

_

.

i .

..

) .the observational systems'that have been used most f in previous-t- .

educational research, aswell as some unique to this .ystem. T e major
A5

adaptations and expansion were done to add variables based on ounin's

(1970) research on classroom managemeilt techniques, and ib break down

- . .

teacher behavior more specifically accOtding to context Nririables having
_

,

.

to do with the time and nature of classroom interactidn.during which a
.

114 ,

particular observatiolgook place.
.-.

The coding systdm provided.space'for coders to record the amounts,

I

of time teachers spent in various activities such as: -clads.diseassion,

drill, lost time, transitions, etc. Space Vas also provided for coders

to check off the Content area of the lessond for that
.

with whole numbers br fractions for-math classes, or srambar;-drams k

presentations, literatvre, etc., for English classes).

s.
Another addition to the coding system was prOision for detailed

recording of student misbehaViors misbehayiord, socializing,
oft

. sassing, verbal or physi64 aggression) and the manner'in.which '616'

16
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teacher handled the incidents:4, IrC'adition',-coders recorded the appro=

pridtlness of the disciplinary intervention (target error,°. timing error

overreact,, ignore). This

student "misbehavior

allowed us to.examirie..not only the tylo-le\of

Imit teacher reaction ;to icArldOs appropriateness'.

t.
..

include categories allowin. detailed

versus student-initited publ.c response

The system was, expanded to

coding of'teacher-initiated

opportunities,_ private contact, initiated by student or teacher (work-
%

-1

.

related, procedural; or personal-social) and classroom behavior - related
t.

incidents.{ In all, the sys
1

systems (Brophy AlEvertson,
(.

7a. '''T N
we believed illor likely to occur with older students.

.

Or

4

tem was more complex and gtailed than'previqUt

Note 6) in order to allow recording of behavors

Observers

,% agreement -

were trained to the reliability criterion of 80% agreement.

Codes agreed upon by Coders A & 13_
Coder A's codes (which Coder B missed) + Coder B's codes
(which Coder A missed) + those agreed on by both + thos,D
coded ,by both but disagreed

,:14(

LSee Coulter (Note 7) for a detailed explanation of training
,

In all, over..768 frequencies were tallied from this system, providing

=

measures of absolute as well 'as relative occurrence of given teacher

A

procedures.

behaviors. i

.

Each hehavior coded with the low-inference coding system was ihdividually

tallied and,summed and thige frequencies yielded two types of scores:
,

"(1) .rate scores,. for'which frequencies were divided by number of minutes

per average clats period (50 10 this case),thus giving an index of

the absolute or mean rate at which certain behavi ors occurred (such

as gorrect
jr

answers per observatiOn), and (2)-proportiOp scores,

ft-

O
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,which were com ted by divid ng raw frequencies of.the variables in

the (coding sy tem by the fr quencies of the major categories, in

order to se he relative occurren4igf given behaviors (i.e., the

proportion h process,qu stiona was, computed. by dividing ,vquency

Of these qu4stions by tie total, of all questioning categories).
i

.

Ultimately the proportions of each of the question types Would sum

However, some of these proportion measures involved more than

one value in the flume ator.or denominatOr. Fbr exemple,' the variable'
;

.
I ,

"dbnIt-know or no rea onse after which teacher gave the answee

includes both "don't now"nd "no response" in the'denominator.

These were combined 13 cause both were lowfrequency variabled,

compared to correct a d incoriect answers. Thus, the variable "don't

know and no w th gives answer" was derived - by summing .the

times that te chers ga answer to studehts when they either' said

that they did of knoW r
.,-
made no response, and dividing this total '

, ..
o...

.

by the total, n tuber 9f mes that students in theOlass said thgt they

.

did "not knowor made n6 esponse. '

4
A'

NI 'r
Also, many ables haVe two valu,es,included in the ntmerator.

.. ...las' .7q ,-
. I i'''

For example, the "easure ''student, behaviors with management and no error"
, 1

.-

reflects t e prop tion of behavior contacts coded as limited to a

,

management espods (vs. Nonverbal intervention, criticism,or,threat) ,

.. .

and as containing n. error (vs. a target erroa,timing error, or an

overreaction) Each behavioi contact that was 9o1ved with only manage-
_

ment,response nd sol ed in a way that involved no error, cOUiitedtoward

the total used n the umerator of this proportion, and the sum of these
1

a
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interventions was divided by the total number of behavioral,interven-

.tions observed in the classroom to obtain the proportion score. Three

bf,thb following sections wi4.1 include data derived from this coding

system using- these measures.

-" .-

Classfoom Observation Scales. In addition to coding classroom

"behavics, observers also filled out at least one: set of 12-itet

classroom, observation scales per observation. For each item, they'

rated on a five-point scale such variables as level of student

attention, clarity of pregentation, enthusiasm, and negative or

positive, affect. (Reliability was computed by percent agreement within

.
one point, and this ranged fkom 71% to 100%),. Also, observers rated

.

the presence or absence of certain types of teacher qUestions:-memory-

v

fact related, higher cognitive level, or personal-self questions.

-.,,.;

Observer Ratings of Teachers. At the end of the year,' observers

filled out nother set of five-point scales, which included 79 ratings

of teachers op attribut4 such as personal=socialinteractive style,

competency in their subject area, and classroom organization and control.

Since each teacher was rated by more than one observer, their ratings

were correlated toget reliability %timates. Fifteen items were
-.

ilk
-.,

. .
.

.

.
dropped for unreliability When 11 >.10. Even so, there is some reason

to suspect halo effect in these, ratings, Since 42 teachers were seen in

ratedrtheir sections by the same two observers, 22 teachers were

by three observers, and only four teachers were rated by four, observers.

19

40,
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Observer Ratings of Students. In addition, observers also

completed 26.five7point rating scales on each target student they

Observed, dealing with work habits, likeqbility, classroom conduct,

and physical development. Again, each target student was seen by at

least two observers.: Reliability estimates for these items were high

(2. <41). In addition, teachers filled out a five-item rating`cale

on target students regarding-likeability, achievement level, motivation,

work habits and classroom behavior.

Student Ratings of Teachers. At the end of the school year, students

"were asked to fill out nine five-point rating scales abobt theif

teachers. These scales inclUded essentialy two types of items: those

which assessed generaiyliking of the teacher ("I would go. to thig

teacher if I had a problem") and those which assessed the degree the(

. student felt he learned the subject matter ( "I learned a lot from this

teacher"). All students, both target and non-target, filled out these,

.'ratings.

Data Analysis

Two types of analyses were performed, a series of tMptsg04

cation analyses, of variance and a series of Pearson product-moment

correlations. In the, case of the analyses of variance, rate and propor.--7

tion scores, hi4-inference observer ratings, mid the student ratings

of teachers 'were used as dependent measures in analyses which examined

stability across subject matter. Since each teacher taught 'two sections

of his or her subject, these are referred to as first and second

.

20
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observed pections.t Class section, in this case, was included in the

\
.

analyses
i

as a within-groups factor. Therefore,'there were rata and

proportion variables for all classes-,--and the classes were categorized

'on the basis of subject mater (b ween-zroups math and English) and

clasS section (wit4n-groups=-first vs..second observed section).

See Table 1 for inf4mation about the spacing of these sections:

ThisJal101t;edexaMination of the effects of subject meter, and class

section,tand interactions between the two. Section II will deal with
.11

findings from these, analyses.

Correlations were also computed for all variables across class

.;

sections. The results of .this analysis will-be presented in Sect/pn

I and will indicate which behaviors of teachers are unstab],e across

his or her two sections and which are unaffected:byltectiori difference

In addition, correlations were computed.for the sUbsample of overlap

Students who were observed in both a math anaan English class involVed

in the study. This ada1ysis4permitted examination of student .tehaviors.
\A , -

and of teacher behaviors toward individual students in the two classes'

in which the student was obserVe. d. These results, presented in Section

III, will be discussed in terms of student effects on teacher and

Classroom processes.

In summary, the following
7
sections of this report each address

the issue of stability' vg. variability in;classloom process measures

In naturalistic classroom observation. they examine this issue by

-separately considering these possible sources of instabilitY:

21
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behaviors which vary across sectibna. of the same subject

,matter taught by kthe same teacher (Section I)

- behaviors which vary across two:aubject matters, using high and

low inference measures (Section II)

- behaviors which are affected by individual.Atudent variations

across two different classes and teachers (Section III). .

.

OP

.4 ,e

22'

O
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een the Two Sections of
the Same Subject for All Variables

' The analyses4for thls_section wee done by correlating all variables

for each teacher's two class sections. They include both the high
--4, :-----

.

.
. .

.

inference and the lbw inference coding system data. ata are presented -__----------4
J . i

r r r

and discussed'in terms otothosemeasures4which.Show high-or low stab

lity within tHe.year and those which do not.

-.content Formats (See Section 2 of the coding sheets insAppendix B

7 / '
Observers noted the lesson format during each observation and

,checked the appropriate cat gories.-,

Information for d eloping these i structtonal formats was obtained

by preobservation and interviews wit teachers. These formats included

11 categories for content areas co ered during English classes, and six

foractivit s during math classes. A residual "other" category was

added to ach set to allow for recording of content Fees that'did not

--fit within the coding schemes. These data were summed and converted&
./,

to frequencies per .ss hour:

Cs
Injikrt T'able 2 about here

A

Correlations of these format scores/across the two class. sections

in which each teacher was observed yielded inforMation on-the *.degrec.

to which the teachers initiated similar instructional activities in

1

23
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their two classes. High consistency was expected here, because the
4'

two classes observed for each teacher were sections of the same course,
0

and because the sections generally were observed across-similar

patterns of Observationalvisits (i.e., the observers set regular

coding schedules during'each week to spread visits as even1y as pos-
.

sib-le). Thus, if the teachers taught similar content, the datA on

formats should have yielded strong positive correlations. The data

q

e
4 P t

presented in Table 2 indicate that this
.,

was thecasec All correlations
) .

..
. .- .

.....-- '
were significant beyond the .01 level, and all but one were *ye .65.

.,

.;
The only xception was the relative frequency of drama exercises in

-_, -
. ,. .

English cl sses, and even here the correlation was .41. -,

The s nificance of the data in Table 2.is that teachers in this

sample did ngage in similar activities lin differ-Ant sections of' their

same subject.. Within this particular study, this indicates that, unless

similar activ ties were implemented differently in the ti:So class sections

taught by each teacher, we canexpect similarities.in content covered

when we compar= classroom behavioral measures for these sections. If

significant dif erences appear, they are more likely to reflect differen-

ces in students han to be ascribable to content format differences.

Low Inference Process Measures

'The low inference observational coding syStem yielded frequency

measures of dlassroom p.rocesses. These frequencies were divided by teacher

.controlled tithe per 50-minute clads period to get rate measures. The

major rates g shown in Table 3. Proportion measures were also,derived

from the raw frequencies for total occurrence of the behaviors across,

raw
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all observations. (COmputation of these variables was discussed in

the Introduction.) A complete list of these proportion measures is

Shown in Table 4 and the variable numbers in the tables will be includ-

ed in parentheses for easy reference as each measure is discussed.

Rate, Measures

' Means for rate variables are presented in Table 8. (See columns,

headed "Observed section".) Rate measures relating to public response
,

oppor.tunitiessWere generally quite stable.

Ingert Table 3 abouiiere

These included the rates for public response opportunities per class

period (1), as well as for the subcategories dealing with type -of

question (2-5), method of selecting a student to respond (6 -10), and
'

the quality of student response (11 -14); also rates of student initiated
,

questions and comments (15-16), of teacher praise and criticism
. . .

(17-18) and rates of sustaining interactions with th original respon-

dent by asking follow-up question- (20-22). All of the e measures and

their subtategories'had moderate to igh stability coeff cient, except,

for the frequency of choiC*e questions 4) (yes -no, either or questions)..

This probably is because such queitti.ons re,infrequent aft r the,first

few grade levels.

. These data indicate that, across thei two'sections, teachers
, . _

were consistent in the amount of classroom t me deVotedto question and

answer situations or discussions in p0lic se tings.(as opposed to

25

an,
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seat work or other non-interactive activitiqs); in the kinds and levels

of difficulty of the questions they asked; in their meth ds of,calling

on students to respond;in the quality of the answers they elicited'
t

(another indicAtion of difficulty level of Oestions); in their rates

Of-praise and criticism of student answers; and in their rates of
e

asking follow-up questions. To a lesser degree,. there was consistency
e'-
4/1

in student initiated questions and. comdents duting public discussions.

The stud6nts in the two Sections were different, so that this correlation

indicates a combination of consistency in the frequency of such discussion.

settings and consistency in encouraging or allowing student initiatives.

TableThe remaining variables in Table 3 are all moderately to highly '

.n
A

.stable (r's ranging from .49 to .79). These coefficients are not as

high as those for public academicanteraCtipns,Juriously, the data
; .

for private contacts do not show teacher initiated contacts (26, 28, '.

31, 33) to be consistently more 'stable thanstudent initiated contacts

(24, 25; 27, 29, "30, 32). It may be that the students become

more consistent and predictable in their adjustments, to the student role
4

so that student behavior in different class sections (even though

.different students are-involved)an be expected to be similar if

a ,

teacher behavior is similar Cs was,the case here). Regardless, these

\ '

. data help underscore the mutual 'relationships betty n measures of teacher

mb
and student behavior. Just as measures of teacher behavior are affected

_ -

by students to some (usually unknown)` degree, so are measures of student
-

26
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behavior affected by teachers. The measures of student initiation

shown-hereare partly reflective the kinds of classroom environ-
.

menis that teachers create, and the specific expectations they project

.4

.

concerning what is desirable, appropriate, and allowable..

The same is triie forobehavibral.(diciplinary) contacts.(34-37)

and for total reinforcing and aversive contacts (38,_.39) which also

showed moderately high stabilip. the rates of typical and even ser-

'

ious misbehaviors that individual teachers encounter A different

,

classrooms appear to be similar,, suggesting that teachers are directly

\' -

or indirectly-responsible for thenw
3

Some teachers are excellent

clasroom manag7rs-who can minimize such problems, while others encounter

them r ularly.

in general, 'the scabilitypf theSe-behavioral rate measures was

much h gher than expected based -o
%

research. Possibly, this was

due to he sample selection criteria, which insured that the two class

sections observed for each teacher w9uld.be as similar as possible,` .

k

and that all the teachers would be experienced.

Proportibn Measures

--,----..--). , ... .

Means for proportion 'measures in first and second sections are

. given in Table 9. .These measures were derived from raw fr4quencies. -In
,

. addition to the rate measures, therA were a,great many othei measures which

were subdivisions of the major categories. For example, response opportunities

I, were subdivided into proCesi,'OrOduct, choice, and opinion questions. The first

3
Analysis of covariance was performed to deterdine to what extent, if any,

certain stability correlations'might be artificially infrated becayse of dif-
ferences.among.schools. In t1eir analysis, a model predicting teachers' 'econd
class-section scores from school CAT means was compared-M:5S model having both
echo 1 CAT means and first .class`section.scores as predictaA. The iesults of
the nalyais indicated that betweenschool variance did not have a significant -.

,effe loin.the'coefficients:_

2 7
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four variables in.Table 4 are the proportidns of response opportunities

r

which we're either process, product, choice, or opinion questions (1-4).

Insert Table 4 about here

Each of these is a percentage.of.the total number of.response opp nities

tAdded together, they constitute 100% of all response opportuhities coded-
for all class discussion.

Similar relationships hold for the other proportion measures. In

each case, the firstvariable in the title is the subsufing category of

which Ne other measures are subsets. The larger category'

use&as the denominator in computing the proportion score.

variable was

Foi example,

the Variable "correct answers iraised" was computed by dividing the total

411111t

number of correct answers praised by the total number of

The'result is a pioportion
. -116.

a-given teacher was apt'to

correct answers.

indicating the relative frequency with which-

,.

.,....-
,..,

. .
..

praise students following correct answers.

Since the proportions generally reflect combinations. of the rates,

there wash ason to expect similar stability coefficients for given'

there, were''''
...

so'mVinteresting exceptions and thdy will be noted as they occur.
.

.

Type of Ques,pion. Product queStions are the most typical type of

4 #

subsets of the data. However, this is not always the case;

opportunity,andt he variable composed of the proportion 'of

response opportunities which WeigAloroduct questions (2). did show moderate

t

stability. However, the proportion of response opportunities which were

process questions (1) showed even h4gbef.stability. These questions.

apparently appear often enough toallowreliable Measurement, but teachers

41"
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may differ systematically in their frequency of asking process questions
N

("Why" or explanation questions,) so that this type of.question was the most
. e

stable across sections even though it was not the Most frequent. However,

there was no stability in the proportion of times in which process questions

were answered correctly (5), although there was stability in the Proportion

of ,product questions answered correctly (.6) ' This may reflectthe-varia-
,

tion in the difficulty of process queitions, in comparison ro the more

factual product questions. For,the.latter, the key factor is whether or

not the students have read and remembered the material and therefore

producCquestions are preiumably easier than the more complex process

ilueslIons which `require reasoning. This instability may r flect dent

differences in ability within the teachers' two sections.

Neither student opinion (4) nor choice question's; (3)"dt:7ere stable.

'This was expected for opinion which are infreqdent,and extremely

variable in type and conteni. Choice questions were expectea\to be more

stiiie, based upon research in the early elementary grades. The fact

that they were not q..rAhe present study indicates again that this type

of question may no 6e.asked as much in the higher grades.

Selection of Res ondentg. The five methods of selecting respondents
,

(9-13),all showed some stability, including call outs by students. This

has been observed before (Crawford, Brophy, and Evertson, Note 8), and
, -

it indicates again' that,measures like these reflect not only student

. '.

activity but also the degree to which teachers encourage and allow such

.

activity, Teachers tend to be stable across-classes in the proportion
.7

.. . ,

of, student call outs that occur in their classrooms, apparently because

!(;;-'4

429"
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they communicate consistent expectations and exert consistent sociali-

zation pressures upon students iwthis regard.

Quality of Student Answers. The proportions of response opportu-
.

nities,which were correct answers (19) were more stable than thase for the

various forms of incorrect answers (20, 21, 22), and'theTproportions for

student incorrect answers were more stable than those'for "don't know"

responses (21). However, the stability of failures to respond was higher,

indicating that.eventhough the actual occurrence of this type'of student

behavior was infrequent, teachers tended to be consistent across class

sections. Possibly these results indicate that difficulty level of

questions remains stable, if we-can assume that failure to respond (n

response) indicates difficult questions and/or student ability or

willingness to answer.
.

Teacher Feedback to Answers. Most measures of teacher feSdback,to

correct responses (23-28) were stable. The.single exception was "correct

answers After which the teacher askeda non-academic question" (25). The

means for this variable in Table 9 show that this type of feedback seldom

occurred. However, while teacher feedback to incorrect answers (29-39)

showed only three stable teacher responses [criticism (29); asking a new

question (32); "_and giving process feedback (36)], these responses were

among those which occurred the least often. Teacher feedback to "don't

know's" and failures to respond (40 -48) showed only moderate stability

.

for a few measures [repeating the question (41); asking a new question,...

(43); and asking-another student (47)]. Again, examination of the means shows
,

that asking another student occurred proportionately more than other types

,30
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of feedback, both for incorrect answers (38) and for failures to

respond (47). HoWever, this type of feedback is stable only for

"don't knows" and failures to respond. In part, this was due to

differences in raw frequencies. Correct answers are More frequen t

than any other types of student response, and incorrect answers are

more frequent tbah ''don't know" or no response.' However, these
.

figures also reflect the fact that teachers are more predictable when

things are goi g smoothly and according to expectation. Curriculum

outlines and teache

responses and mov g

f

plans are generally geared to obtaining correct

fotward in the lesson, and oftph there is little .

or no specific- preparation for dealing with incorrect responses (Blank,

' 1973; Good and Brophy, 1977).
.

, Another interpretation of these findings is that incorrecf,

"don't-know" and no response answers have a wider range of possible.

feedback depending upon the type of error the student makes, whereas

correct answers,do not present such decision paints for teachers.

Instability in this case could reflect student differences and Possible

differences in ability levels between the two sections.

The most stable. measures of teachers'` handling of wrong answers

were those relating to criticism, asking a.new question, or providing

process feedback, although the mean Proportions' Were very low for arty
- 4

of the above responses to wrong answers (.02, .05 and .18 respectively).

The most stable teacher measures in situations where the students
-

responded-with "don't kno w" or made no response were the for repeating.

.11b.
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the question (41), asking anew que o (43), or calling on another

stud nt (47). These mean proportions were .04-and .47 respectively.. '

Howev r, in generalo.teache sustaining feedback to incorrect (188) or

\

"dbn t ow" and no responses (189) was not stable mhen variouq feed-

\

'back tegies were added-across categories. Teacher.sustaining feedback
-\*

to'respon e opportunities (190) in total was stable, however, largely

because cor ect answers made up the majorportion of academic response

.

opportunitie

.Combinations oc categories

Combinations of the major components'of response opportunities

(selectiOn, questions, answers, or feedback) were examined by creating

-400'
variables which described the immediate precedent or consequent of a

single behivior. For example, the types of selection used to ask the

various types of questions lere comparedt'' The rationale f looking

at such combinationvis that context effects Gail more'easily be recog-
)

nized when a combination variable-does not follow the pattern expected .

of the single variables of which'it is, composed. For example, as

discussed in. the preceding section,. the data indicate that'the propor7

tion of response opportun/tias which were answered correctly was stable,

1

but that when analyzed for types of questions, only correct answers

followilg product questionswAs a stable var'iable. This suggests .that

the immediate precedent'of a vior is important to know about, since

it establishes a context for tha\ nteraction in `terms of type of select-

en, type of question, or type of aAswer whiCh led to, the subsequent

question, answer and/or feedback.

3Z
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Selection and question. 4 data-on theigombinations of type of
A

. V4
question and type of selection of respondent (58-73) mostly reflect the,. 1

i
relative frequencies ak the variable= used in the combinations.' In

general, frequent and typic: combin tions showed moderate to high

stability, whereas the more un combinations.had very low stability

(e.g. process questions which were answered by a student calling out

(70) )

Question and feedback. While teacher praise of student answers

showed stability for process, product and choice questions (74-76), the

proportions of response opportunities which were praised for any type of

m.question'are low ( 16 for process, .10 for product, and .06 for choice).

The dxtent to whic teachers do praise, then,, is apparently fairly con-,

sistent adross class sections. To pe extent that teachers criticized

at all, they tended to.do so for product questions (79). A6in, the,

mean proportion of response opportunities which were criticized was also

extremely,, low (.01): ' ."

Repeating the question was stable across sections ofily in connec-

:,

tion with choice questions (82), even though choice questions were not

as frequent as'other types of questions. This combination occurred

only 1% of the time,. on the average:
. .

. Simplifying the question as,a feedback Strategy to product questions '

,

(134) answered incorrectly was stable even though this only occurred

243% ofthe time intheverSgeClass. It was'expected that simplifica

tion would be most appropriate, and'therefOre,prediCtable for process

-

33
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questions, whichfrequently are complex and can be broken down into',

easier steps. Nevertheless, neithersimplifying nor asking new

.

questions was stable ap &follow up to process questions (83"., 86).

The remaining data in this section mostly indicate that other

types of feedback are also stable when theyfoll*Ow product questions,

but not for procesg questions. One-possible reason is that since

process questions vary considerably in difficulty and complexity, no

single teacher response is always used by a teacher. On the other

hand,' it is possible that causes for errors to produc questiOn are,

more uniform, so that it is reasonable to expect. the dback,An this

situation to'be stable also.

Selection and Answer. Types of-respondent selection connected

with wrong,answers (111-115)shdw-that incorrect answers associgted

with nwv-volunteers and with preselected-patterned'turn students area

stable across classes. Possibly this technique is'related to teacher
/

,style. Teachers may, use thesd questioning methods with non-responders

in order to insure participation. Also, volunteers and students calling

out are relatiVely unlikely occurrences unless students know the

answer. In any case, wrong answers are less Stable undet these condi-

tions than they are when students are required to respond either as

non-volunteers or in a pttterned order.

Selection and Feedback. Praise and criticism in different kinds

of response situations (125-129) do not always follow expectations:

praise to volunteers and students who call'out was just as stable

,t;

34
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across class ,sections As praf&to Pon-vo teers (125-127).

Criticism to non-volunteers.(128) was the on]$ situation in which
. .

criticism showed any stability. Asking simplified questions(137)

and asking new,questions (142) were also stable for,non-volunteers,

suggesting that teachers may systematically try to dr4,7 these students

out and get them to participate.

The data for intlgrating,student answers into the discussion

(149-153) showed generally higher stability than'those for most other

teacher feedback reactions. The exception, was integration in pre-

select patterned situations, which had a nonsignificant negative

coefficient. Possibly, the preselect patterned situation involves

drills focused on getting the answers, and jfitegration usually is =

10.

irrelevant'and breaks the pace of the class. Most of the rest of'the

data for teacher feedback (154-174) indicate higher stability for nonx

volunteer, volunteer, and call outs, compared to the two types of pre-

/selection... This also reflects the frequencies o these types of

selection.

Answer and Selection. Types of answers again indicate that

preselect nonpatterned and non- volunteer response opportunities in.lio17
'

ved more difficult questions (k175-187), at aeast relative to the

achievement levels of the students called on to:respoxidt
41.

Student Initiated Questions and Comments. The measures dealing

with student questions and comments and with teachers' reacfionatO

these ilati4ions (191:-237) showed mo rate to high stability.4



;

*
These,measures included rates and proportions of such

initiations which'were questions vs. comments; the proportion called'

out; thOSe which were relevant; and those within each of these

categories. that theteachers responded to
N
with criticism or other.

types of feedback. Again, even though ostensibly these are measures
\ -

'student behavior, the consistehcy across class sections indicated

that they reflect the degree towhich teachers entourage and allow .

such behavior. By and large, teachers control the patterns of student

initiations, although as will be discu ed in Section III', the same

students also tend to elicit similk responses from, different tetchers.

Coefficients for variables relating tO student initiated questions

are generally higher than those lfor parallel variables relating to

_student initiated comments. This is likely dde to the fact that

student questions occurred about three times as often as did student

comments and were probably based on much more reliable estimates.:

Private Contacts

Student and teacher initiated work, procedural; personal,add '

social contacts showed similar levels of moderate stability. .This

suggests that teachers are reasonably predictable in what they do when
'

they are not conducting general class lessons, and also predictable

concerning the kinds of'student behavior that they encourage or show.

This includes such teacher behaviors as the relative time devoted to

each of the major types of persona/ contacts; the frequency of praise

and criticism in work contacts; the typical length of work contacts;

approving vs. delaying vs. refusing student requests; and the quality

36
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of feedback given to students during private contacts. Student
s.

measures include the frequency of initiation of contacts with the

teacher, and of each of the subtypes involved. The rates of praise

in student-initiated contacts Were slightly mortostable than thoge-of

criticism (24*241), but this was reversed in teacher initiated

-contacts (256-257).

Behavioral Contacts

'Correlations across sections of student misbehaviors (268-339). 4

and teacher reactions to these misbehaviors were scattered, although

perhaps higher than might have beqn expected. As with the data for

call outs and student initiated private interactions, stability herd

indicates that the teachers wers somewhat predictable in the kinds of

. student behavior that they encouraged, tolerated, or eliminated, and

also predictable in their reactions to misbehavio'r when it did occur.

The stability coefficierits for different types of student misbehavior

mostly reflect the raw frequencies of these kinds of misbehavior; but

thdre were more psychologically explainable pattdrns in the teacher

response data. In general, there,was moderate stability in141;kinds

of reactions the teachers made to student misbehavior, and somewhat

,4 --higher stabilityin the relative effectiveness with Igich they dealt

with it.,

Teacher reactions coded as involving no error generally were

stablq and were by, far .the most\frequent, and so were the'particular

errors they Made (wheh combined across all kinds of student misbehaviors).

3
4 (
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There was a very high coefficient for the m asure of studefit misbehavior

combined with teacher criticism and target rrors (.86), suggesting g

that 'certain Leachers consistently make target errors and other teachers

consistently di) not. The same was true"forrtiming errors, although

the coefficient was not nearly as high (.46). .

Measures relating particular types of student misbehavior to

'particular types of teacher responses generally did noishow stability.
fr

Probably particular types of student misbehaviors are not consistently

associated with particular types of teacher respgnses. This probably

is an instance where instability is appropriate, because teachers

should individualize their management responses to particular. students

and situations. The data for types of teachdr responses across all

types of misbehaviors did show moderate to high etability,:howev
.

again indicating that teachers are predictable in the way they dea

with management problems. This is essentially what Kounin (1970)-

reported, and what we have seen In our earlier research.

General Measures

A
The last 21 variables in Table 4 dfe general proportion measures

derived by combining data from many-different contexts. The variables

themselves reconfirm much of what already has been said: teachers are

moderate/Nrconsistent and predictable in their rates of loth praise and

criticism; in the proportion of classroom tipc,devoted to public

response opportunities vs. Private contacts; in the types and frequen-

cies of student initiations that they allow; in the frequencies with

Which they have to deal with misbehavior; in their frequencies and types

38
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ofnon-academic contacts with students; and in the types and levels

of feedback they give to students K

. High Inference Ratings by Observers
4

Classroom Observation Scales (COS)

Two sets of high inferefTte ratings were completed by the clIss-
,

room observers. The first was a set of 12 Classrocim Observation
4

Scales (COS) (Emmet and Peck, 1973; Emmer, Note 2) and included in',

. previous process-outcome and stability investigations (Brophy, Coulter,
.

-- --, - - - Crawford, 'Evertson, and King, 1975; Brophy And Evertson, Note 1).

,k \
Thee scales were completed every time'the observers visited the

classrooej'and ratings were averaged within and across oNserve

arrive at a single score for the teacher., In addition to the 12

scales included in the original battery,' three additional-scales

dealing with the relative frequencies of fact questions, explanation

r

questions, and personal questions also were rated on'each vis.bas, and

averaged to get single scores.

The stability coefficients for these 15 rating scales is.re shown

in Table 5. The first 12 scales for the COS instrument all sh owed

high stability,'with coefficients ranging from .:73 to .86. These

coefficients for junior high, teachers teaching in different class

Insert'Table 5 about here

1.

sections during the year are generally higher thag,those.fotsecond.-

and third grade teachers -teaching"in different contexts during the

410
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,,same year and in cimilar contexts across too different years (Brophy,

et -,..1975). 4.1;

The. three measures of level of question all showed significant

stability coefficients, but those for fact and explanation questions

were.much higher than that for personal questions. The high,coef-

ficients for fact and explanation questions fit in with the pattern

seen in the COS measures indicating that discussion of academically

relevant content is the most common activity in these classrooms.

Personal questions-are less likely to be seen and less stable in

their occurrence,,prohably because they depend more on teacher

initiation and personal preference or style than fact or explanation

questions, which are mainstays of questioning students or, conducting

-discussions.

The earlJer, investigation by Brophy, et al (1975) .revealed that

all 12 of the-COS scales showed hip stability across context within

the same year, but only nine of the 12 showed stability across years.

The,exceptions were teacher presentation, pupil tepupiiAinteraction,

and passive pupil behavior. Differences on the latter two variables

were attributed to changes in the curriculultpade between the first

and 'second year of observation.

The present data indicate that the difference in students probably,

was not thl reaSon. for low stability, at least not it its own right. All

three of these liari les had very-high stability4efficients in the

present study, even houh'the teachers were deaiingrwith different

40 (
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students in the two class sections. This indicattlis, once again, that

measures of student behavior*are!strongly affected by the expectations '

and general socialization activities of the teacher, and that these

measures reflect the teachers As much as the students. Apparently,

.

teachers are more--consistent within shorter time-spans in the *Inds of

things that they expect arid/or tolerate from their students, so that

comparable student behavior pis obstrved in different class sections

seen concurrently, It is potclear why pupil to pupil interaction

---

andNtpupil passivity were not stable across years in our earlier study.

a

Apparently, though, the differences.have something to do with the

teachers and cannot be attributed solely to different student populations.

Observer Ratings of _Teach In addition to the 15 COS sC4alies

filled out on each classroom visit, the observers rated the teachers

on another 64 scalesat the eneof the year. The'ratings of each two

observeis were averaged to arrve at a,single score.for each classroom.

.. .

These ratings dealt with a broad range of variables, such as the
.

, -
A

. 1 e

appearance' of the rool..add!'classroom climate, but most are high
. f*

.. .

inference judgments about teacher process behavior. Finally, there

were some judgments about -general te'a'ching effectiveneis and about,

.
ov all observer impress ns of t teacher (would the observer like

'have this teacher if they were in the grade that the teacher teaches ?)

As shown in Table 6, all 64'of the stability coefficients filw

- 'these ratings were sign.ficant beyond the .01 level, and many were 46

:

extremely high. These genaraiy higfi cprrelations probably indicate a

6



Insert Tabl4 6 about'here

degree of halo effect operating when coders see the same teacher in bothf
sections (as they frequently did), as_previously discussed in the first

section, although these variables were expected to show generally high

-stability anyway: The only ones that did not have coefficients of .70

or-higher were the ratings of crowdedness of room, quality of teacher

directions, variety of assigiments, and 'consistency in giving feedback

regarding seat work and homework. Low stability for crowdedness of

room wasto be expected (some correlation was expected because crowdedr,

ness was more'a characteristic._ of school's than of individual rooms)

' However, the teachers' two sections did differ in crowdedness on

a
occasion.

The variables that had ffie4highestgabililty coefficients were

those for classrbom man'agement, affective characteristics, teacher

awareness of the observer, teacher confidence, and the observer's,

opinions of the teacher's overall' general competence and attractiveness
,loot

as a teacher, These are not surprising. They probably combine the

most halo effect with the, most genuine stability across class sections,

, because they involve the most general and probably stable (at least

inthe short run) teacher qualities.

%IP

Taken together, these high inference ratings indicate that

teachers look very similar in differdnt class sections, at least when

teaching' similar students in the same coursesin the same'grades in

the same school. The degree of stability observed probably is higher

42
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than would have been expected on the basis of earlier research

(Shavelson and Dempsey-Atwood, 1976). Some of this can be attributed

to halo effect, but most of it appears to be genuine,indicating that

the very low stability coefficients seed in some earlier studies

probably were due to the limited amount of data collected in each

classroom, or to differences between classrooms in student composition,

,course title, or organization. The present data Suggest that parallel

sections of the same course given comparable students are quite

-

comparable and would be 'good places in which to conduct research that

requires matching of classrooms taught With different treatments or

approaches.

/Student Ratings of Teachers. Towar the end of the school year,

the students in each class were asked to rate their

high inference ratings dealing with their perceptions of the teacher's
-

competence as an / instructor and affective orientation toward teaching

and students. Correlations across class sections were significant

beyond the .01 level for all nine scales, ranging from .56 to .75

(Tablet7). Like the observer ratingsin Table 6, these student ratings

Insert Table 7 about here

suggest that teacher behaviors (or at least the impressions that teacher,
.

behaviors engender) are,srable across comparable class sections. with

different groups of students. However, the'coefficients for-student
1

ratings are not as high.as those for observer ratings; suggesting again

that the observer ratings probably wereinflated by halo effects-.
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II. Subject Matter and Class Section Differences
forAigh and tow inference MeSSures

The previous section dealt with the question of general stability
ti

.
of teacher behavior across two clAss'sections. Stability was estimated'

I

by 'correlating measures of each behavior for hewo class sections.

High correlation coefficients mean similar teacher behavior in each of

their classes. 1,

This section examines the effect of subject matter on,many of
7

..-
these same variables. The first part of this section presents"the low ,

.

inference measures/such as the rate and proportion scores computed for

each teacher and for each class Section. The'second part.Of this

section will report results from the high. inference rating;acales.

described in the introduction (See Appendix A for descriptions of each.:.:-.
O A .

,-

of these measures). ,..,, ,

.

A.

TheSe scores were used as dependent variables in a series, of

two -way analyses of variance which examined Tossible subject matter

(Mqh vs. inglish) and class section (first ys. secon obsetved

sections) differences.

Low Inference Measures

These data are 'reported in Tables 8 and 9, and-the variable

numbers correspond tn those in Tables 3 and for comparison: Tables
4

are organized by ptesenting the mean rates or'proportions for subject
.

matter separately, along with the probability levels'if the differences
,

'

. -..
,

reached significance. Secondly, the '-means for first vs. second observed

44
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sections are presented, with the probability bevels if uhese differences

reached significande. The last column indicates, the probability levels

of any"subject matter 11y class.section interactions which were significanp.

,seventy-one variables

comparisons, while only 44

sections:' The interactions

reached significance for the subject matter
14

did for the comparisons of the two observed
"b.

between section and .subject yielded 21
4

significant findings, where 20 would be expedted by chance.

Insert Tables 8 & 9 about here

-cue/

. Results are presented by major subdivisions of the observational

coding system which comprised tlie low inference data set. These coding

system divisions were constructed to address teacher-student interac-
.

tions by the context in whidh they occurred.

Public Academic Response Opportunities

'The first 'major section of the coding' ystem recorded public
*40, ,

response opportunities heard by the entire class (see Section 1,,

Appendix B for example of section of coding shet ). These interactions

were coded for type of questions, Method of respondent selection,

quality of student's response, and type of teache's reaction to the

,response. The relative stability of these categories has'anen

discussed in the previous section.

Subject matter made clear distinctions among typed of luestions

'asked by teachers. English teachers used many` more opinion questions
AC

-and-slightly more product questions (i.e. fact questionS for which

there is usually a singl _correct answer). Math teachers posed more
. ,

4.5
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process questions-rthe "why" type of queptions requiring an,extended,.

reasonedthrough response. Choice questions-were also dsed.more by

Eriglish teachers than math teachers,. Possibly one nature of junior

high mathematics, being the final attempt to lay a solid foundation S

of general. mathematics with students before going on to algebra,.
I

J

geometry, and trigonometry in high school -for the college -bound

students at least--could account'for the use of process questiOns.

English classes, on the other hand, are possibly, a-more-appropriate,

forum for expression of student's Opinions, particularly in literature.

The official English curriculum of.the school syStem included six,

units of approximately equal importance, only one bf which was, grammar.'

41heothers included: careers, mythology, the novel, the short story,

and. folklOre.

The way students were selected for response opfiortunities also

seemed to be strongly related to subject matter.,, Across-many variables,
. .

-the-- teachers' style of preselecting and patterning their choice off:,
SO

respondents occurred much more in English than math. By,this, we

"mean that the teacher named the student who Was to resporid before

..- '4

astating the question, and that the teacher proceeded around the room
,

in some orderly' mannef--either down rows, every other student, or
-,`,.

0.

same other predictable pattern. Preselection has the.f, unction of
....

allowing the student' to be forewarned that this is "his"' question;,

perhaps stimulating, greater concentration.. Conventional thinking

`In instruction techniques has, usually held that this is counter-.

46
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produdtive because students will relax-and tune-out if they know

the question will not be directed to them. However, previous studies
. . ,

have indicated this type of selection to be(Brophy & Evertson, 1976)

positively associated with

due to either eqUalization

.learning ,gains in the early grades, probably

of response opportunities or reduce0'anxiety

. .

on the part of the student answering - -or to a combination oy these

factors. This is the fiist timer however, that we have found indica-
--

Lions of respondent-selection to be subject specific. It is possible

that some of the classroom activities for English are mere conducive

to f9llowing patterns-of respoffse opportunities .than math activities.

In looking at student responses, the data indicated that there

.i
were more correct answers given in English classes than math classes.

This finding is plausible since 5nglish is not as precise and objective

a subject as' math. There were also significantly-tore incorrect answers

in math. Since responses were coded as correct or incorrect according

to the teecher's reaction, a broader range of material could be consi-

N

=dered correct in English. Possi)ilitie$ existed for students to'be

coded as answering correctly in-English for ayider variety of responses.

In.addition, math,teachers used, on the average, mice as many process
,

questions as did English teachers. These require both longer.enswers

and usually a verbal explanation,of the reasoning process behind A 4

concept, making them more difficult to answer correctly .Math teachers

were more prone to criticize "don't know's" or no responses from

,

students, but criticism of any response seldom happened.

4/
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O

pushed for a response and also tended to integrate a student's correct

answer into the ongoing class discussion more often than English

teachers. Math teachers may have been more focused on specific. goals.

Time Utilization

As Dunkin and Biddle (1974) noted, contextual effects generally,
7

have not been considered adequately in teaching effectiveness studies.

The coding system for this study addressed one aspect of this problem.

by coding classroom format (Section 2, Appe B). This was'measured

by indicating the number of minutes sperVn each format, such- as

minutes in independent seatwork, transiti4s, or, class discussion.,

-
In these contexts math teachers tended to spend more time at the

4

board and in lecture; English teachers' lessons, conversely, were

characterized by. time spent on special projects, with advance organizers

I

being used extensively to fntroduce, a new topic. This is Both logical
0

and reasonable,-considering the nature of thetwo subject matters.
0 S., I. .

I.

..,.,

. However, EriglishAeachers were coded ap spend g more time in testing.
'''''41a '

.

'$

We suggest that this MAY.be due to the fact
1

thatspelling tests were
. ,

0 4.)

given on a routine basis, whereas math testing usually tookithe entire

class period and observers normally did not code during,this time.

Student Initiated Questions and Comments

Some'questions and comments during public interaction are initiated

.by the student rather than the teacher; they are public in nature,
.4t-,

meantfortheentiredlass'hearing..Thedataagain fell cleanly into

subject- matter categories, with "comment" vailablii4 in English and

48
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4.

"question" variabl s in math. In general, the data indicate that most

questions and comin nts were relevant to the lesson content, with English

teachers responding to more call outs and using more praise in their.

feedback..

English teacherS may have been more anxious to fill silences and

appear warmer and more accepting of their students, by praising more

and accepting, call outs as a means of accomplishing this. English

teachers also were not bound by a rigorous subject matter where there

was no room for error. Their objectives w more generally to promote

communication skills.
O

(

Math teachers,gave more lengthy and process-feedback. Math class

seemed to be a place. for attending to proble4solving,tasks directly,,

. ,
1while English, class allowed more personalized inptit--hence, the greater

-
. 'incidence of comments. Curricula'would account for this, as English

students, particularly when doing literature study and research prbjects,

(/
,were,encouraged/to.relate,these to their-own liveather than. simply

learn foundatiOnal skills, as in Math.

Teacher Initiate0 and Student-Created Contacts.'

P Student created contacts occurred in both math and English classes,

butthose whicj. were content- related and responded too in a lengthy way
4

occurred more in math. This appears reasonable since math content

recinit'es mesnorizan:Ohand working through steps in solving problems,

while student created conics in English dealt more with procedural,

or personal requests. A student's personal request made in math class'

was more often denied or delayed than in English class, suggesting

49
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more public and private-'contacts for math students. Math teacherg

also tended to give more sustaining feedback to,students who did not

know the answers.

4g,
Behavioral Contacts O

The data indicate that there were more minor misbehaviors in

.

English than' in math classes. English teachers typically responded

mildly, with some form of non-verbal intervention, such as a look or

by moving closer to the lender, or with a mildremonstrance which
A

we termed a "management" response. 'They were usually on target with

their management, meaning that they-correctly identified the student

doing tI misbehavior.

. ,

While the overall occurrence of misbehaviors was.A0wer in ma-eh
//.

s.)

,e

. .

classes, th se that did occur weug:Tre.r.se serious'in natureand were..
7,4 , 4 ,

, S, ! e .

responded to more strenuouslyty the t her, who' moreioftbn criticized ,
-

or threatened ild heven m miglieaviors.
..._

achers also Made .more?,.
..6

.)
- , c fa

. targe rors;meaningt4hat they select tl -Wrong:stndqt te'

;
..,.

...-1.-,

discipline more ,frequently.
.

.,

. 4

. ., 111 .

V

-1 ' .0 i 0 ..tj \ :' ..

'Where differences between sections were significant, early lf . -1,-.

,

of these reflected swings of only a few percentage points thatAile. .4'
.

.
. ,S.

these differences wer statistically significant, they wer not.practi,
.

. ,

cally or meaningfully so. The same' number of significant mea ifferences

occurred for each dabs section and in each section the same typ s

4
of

-

variables were those which reached signifiCance. It might:have been
. , r' P.

'seasonable to expect more student misbehaviors, less teacher,sustaining.

ahs
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feedback, or re-Wer interactions for second observed sections because

they met later in the day and fatigue could be...a factor,' but his was

not the case. Examination of Table 1,sthows ital. most second observed

sections.followed rather closely after the first observed sections.

Also, there were some/interactions between observed section and subject°

matter but again there were no interpretable patternsIn-sutimiary, the

data,show marked subject matter differences but few ClasSfsection

differences which indicated patterns. This suggests that teachers tend

to stable in their behavidt acros'different class sections but

subject matter differences are present and.clearcut.

The pictUr Which emerges is of a typicAl junior high. math

teacher being very businesslike and attending'iather closely to the Amil.

I

curriculum and foundations of general math, Th't 6lassroom emphasis is

1,

on acquiring basic number skills and'understanditig basic mathematical

principles, Prodess questions, prOcess feedback to public and private

contacts, keeping contacts content-related rather than personal, eliciting

.

questiOns,rather than comments from student-initiated exchanges, integrating

student responseS into ongoing, classroom process, and more frequent use

of criticism for incorrect responses or inappropriateThehaviors (although

on an absolute basis it does not occur often), all suggest a rather

.impersonal, task-or ienteUenvironmentl

English teachers, on the other hand, used special activities,

T

more personal-and ppinion questions, praise, moderate behavidral responses,

and encouragement and acceptanceof studefecomments as techniqueS to

51
A



4

45

personalize the subject matter. Junior high 'students were encouraged,to

relate the curricula to themselves personally through career units and

discussion of issues raised in literature as they applied to their own

lives. They generally are not acquiring basic foundational skills, as

in math, but rather attempting to develop broader abilities and higher

level skills such'as researching, writing, and iniegrating ideas.

As previously mentioned, there was general stability between class

,sections; therefpre, little appeared in the way of variation of teacher

b,ehavior but great subject Matter differences did appear. It is possible

that subject matter determines teaching style differences between sections,

or that the individual's personality determines his choice of occupation,

and therefore, what subjectehe will teach. OF, perhaps, the situation

is explained by some interaction of the twg explanations. 'At any rate,

these differences are likely to appear across subjects and would be taken

into,account in research that includes several subject matters and

involves. attempts to generalize across them. 4

High'Inference Ratings

The second part of: this sect-pm will discuss diffeyences in subject
\'

matt% and claps period effects using high inference measures. Shavelson

and Dempsey-Atwood fo d these more_global ratings to be more stable,

thus we will consider them' separately from the low infitence coding of

discrete behaviors.

The first set of highinference data' to be examined are from the

Classroom Observational Scales (COS): Thee variables were among those

52
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most heavily stressed in the development and applicatioh of classroom

, observation systems. Two-way analyses of variance were conducted on the
tor- .1

tcales using subject matter and class section as classifying variables.

These. analyses allowed comparisons between subjects for each of
,,

the high inference ratings. Only those variables for which the findings

held across observations arerepdrted. Other variables significant by
- .

subject area for one observation; but not the other, have been listed

in the tables, but no attempt has been made to explaij those at this

point. It is expected that future hypotheses will be generated from

these data to account for such "instability".

,Classrobm Observation Scales

Attentiveness of students, teacher presentation of subject Matter,

convergent evaluative interactions, and questions with applications to

students' lives were the only variables on which differences.occurred.

Insert Table 10 about here

1

The attention level of students was higher in English than in math.

This might be explained by the teacher's style of presentation, since

teacher showmanship was also rated higher. in EnglislOclasses. Math

teachers lectured more; the lectures may have been directed to small

groups 1.thin the class (e.g. lecturing to those students who exhibited

mo / '"difficulty mastering a technique or understanding a concept, while other

students may have been busy with other individual or group assignments

'and still others nay have been invol,rd in peer tutoring, etc.).-

53
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Teacher Presentation of/Subject Matter. Math teachers utilized the

teacher presentation method more than English ta.achers did (11<.05).,

d
Teacher presentations were observed during about N20% of the-time in

\I

math classes, but. w r observed much less frequently in English. Much

% .1 4/4
'"g10.,..the material in t b. math classes was liktly to be fact-related,and

.

likely to follow a logical sequence. 'In order for material Cdbe

'factually correct, and in order to provide a model for student gobkem
a

solving,sit.eachers assumed a role of "authority".or "exp9t.in the field".

the other hand, English lessori content ty have been more flexible

than at of math.
tiattlizr.

Convergent evaluative interactions. Math teachers tended to strive

more for "night" answers without probing than-did-English teachers.

Although the difference between subject areas is significant ql< Am,

neither group tended to use this questioning technique with great fre-
t 1

\quency .

\
,

,

\ Questions with applications to students lives or current events.
4 ti

English teachers tended to ask signifiCantly more questions of this

I

uaturd than did math teachers (2. <.01), probably bkcause math teachers

Lhered more strictly to the text and other piepared illustrations so

that students learned first to solve problems.in a commob context-that

"d an he reference.gtd for later refence. Also; it is probably assuthed that

it1'
f the student's ,understanding of basic concepts and principles is

,
.

.

accurate, transfer of at knowledgd will occu more readily.
ms .

observer Ratings ofsStUdents

The coder ratings of students consisted of 26 variables. .Only
, s

i. .

r

. 54
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one variable from this scale was. significant (i.e., stAdent is usually

unhappy). Before the findings on this variable are diScussed, some

t ''''-'

of the suggested reasons for lack of additio significant findings' '''
...

;

, f_ ..

on this scale will be - Tiome of .th sewariables were expecte&
4*

to remain constant (stable) agoss situations (e.g., shoddy appearance)

and would'not be exiected to he changed a result of environmental

-;

changes. Assuming randomization of students Within classes, it was also

expecte that other differences among;etudents would_he balanced out
eFzir,

and thereforer not significant. This-should be the case for such-variables

-as emotional'Oaturity, achievement motivation, physical maturity, etc.,

so the lack of significant findings fOr ratings of students is expected.

Insert Table 11 about here

Students were rated as more unhappy in math classes. However,

this did not reflect)extreme unhappiness.- Rather it probably represented

a change and a more sober mood required for independent thinking and

problem. lying. ?

4 /

Stu ent Ratings Of Teachers.

Only One of the nine variables on these seales---reliectedhignificant

differences across subject areas: "student feels cemfortabl going to
' ..% -

4 ,- -..

the teacher with a problem." This finding taised.theAnesticin of whether
. ,

, -... '. _ e.
,

Engl sh teachers were mpre student oriented than math-teacher64- or-Whether-4a

the differences-in student percepfens.ofteachers Were due to:ihe struc-
-

,t,

, ..-- (
.

eurtrtgof'teachek behavior by the Curriculu.
-

,

t"
)

s.W

4.
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Insert Table 12 about here

4.

49.

Observer Ratings of Teachers

A
'There ,..7-eseveral signifiCant diffeiences by subject areas:

were often related and could be grouped into the following general

categories:"

-z

1. Differences is:manner of presentation of context:
.

These

:Math teachers lectured more, used,blackboatds more

*ent to students during seattork, and assigned.homewofk

more frequently.

,English teacher on the other hana,,usld oral readings,

drama, and v ious audio-visbal materials if their

presentations.
O

2: English teachers tenaed to givelittore attention to th6.

attractiveness of the room, as,if setting the stage/fo'.

relaxed student participa'tion in class. Also, English teachers

had greater flexibility in the materials Xhey psed to decorate
-

,r(

`their rooms.

3.
)

English iteachers exhibited a
1

dem4katic (leadership stylend

tended to nurture Students.mOrefa more authoritarian style,

was inferred for math teacher's. Again, this was possibly.-

demanded by the nature of-the material to be taught.

)

.Insere-Table 13 about here .

5,6
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Summary of Subject Matter Differences

The differences found in math-and English classes ,generally.fit into

specific patterns whidh reflected the antent of the subject dev-

elopment of problem solving skills in math and facilitation of,communica-

tion skills in, English) arid the teaching Methods

fibject areas (e.g., lecturing and.demonstritign

usually used in the two

on the blackboard 1-tt

math classed and the use of oral readings and audio-visual'matetidis in'
/

ish cladses). . .

.

-117

.%'
differences . have some implications for research cOgtrgls-in

situationsywhera process data.from different subje/ct matter areas are-
s

going to ,be ebtpared. The pacing and methods used in these two types

1
.

_ .

of classes ,appeared to.be'-very different. It le imp'ortInt to, recognize '

.

that these differences were probably.duetb the 'subject matter ana-not to :

the individual ,,characteristics of the teactitrs.

. _

s,

s

.

Generally, there were more similarities than_differenced found

_

1-
.

between
.
math and English classes. Where'significane differences

,

found they seldom reflected mean d.ifferences of great Magnitude,
\ .

where a` given variablewas obderved in onlyione subject area(e.a.., they
i

.
. .4. ,

.
,-..

.

.use i.of drama in English.- clasdes) and at all in' the4 other subject

)
Were
/ -

except

area.

Differendls for ob.derye sections 'showed ni) meaningful p
att
tern,

although data from thepassroomObservation, Scales, COS) showed,
. - .

,
aignificant.difIferenteq, fore the second observed section; Again,' ad'

/ 4 - -

. .
. ,

previously mentione4there was.no son to believe that these
. ....

.,... --.. .

'... , .

,-

4

O

A

,

-3
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;
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'fin 1AlgS' are anything but chance since most second observed sections

followed closelyi-the,t1Est observed sections. 'Also, what interactions

appeared between subject setter and observed section' revealed no

1iierpretablevatte'rns.

t
r

"
r

4
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III. Consistency,of Behaviorcof Same Student
.observed in Junior High SchoolAath and

' English Classes

The purpose of these analyses was to examine the stability of the

measures collected for the subsample of 199 students observed in both

. the math' and English classes. These students are referred to as the

. :

"overlap" subsample. The results reported here come from correla-

tional analyses in which,each student's paired scores were compared

for-each-variable for whichlithere was individualstudent data to

determine the stability of measures across thetwo classes. Signi-

, ,

ficant correlations indicate stability, which does not necessarily
I L.

mean that students had the same scorelin each class, but that

.

a student's standing relative to the rest of the students was, about
, 0

the_samein either class.
4 I r 0 4 ,

; . .
.

Another purpose of these analyses was to determine to what extent*59ey
1

,individual student max affect tti'estability of classroom measures.
-

Variables which show hIgh astability across clasSes can be saidto be

'subject to a student effect. Such variables are certainly hot out

of the teactier'scontra or influence, b t theydi) reflect.classroom

processes in jhich tndividU 1 differences in students WI...11 strongly.

1 t \ 1

dictate what happens.

.st I
r

cf

The measures reported here have beep discussed in previous
.

sections of this reports' high -inferehce ratings and lowiinference

observational coding measures. Some of the data were collected for
1 .

A

c

VP
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''individual students and some were,collected only on teachers. The
'140

subsets which contain individual student scores, are those which will
OP

be reported here:

Variables are reported as "stable, when they were correlated

highly enough to be significant at p <.05 .

ResultS

Before - presenting those variables which were significantly stable,

the unstable and nonsignificant findings will be briefly discussedr

The only variables which were significantly negatively correlated'

'across Woiclasses were those examining the use df preselected patterned

turn selection for public response opportunities." Ai i:/as discussed in.

41,

the previous presentation, this variable showed strong subject- matter

differenCes'.which probably account for the negative correlations for

'students in different classes. -It is unlikely thatany student factor
1,)

would account for vastly different amounts of this type of selection
.

in, two different classes, since it involved'tte teacher treating the

entire group,in the same, way:

I Insert Tables, 14-0 about ti-ere

1 v
thoselidnsignificant variableS,'"were, in general, t for which strong:

. % 40
il,.. ,i a -c.

Isubje%
1

matter influences vere:fOUn/d
9
although the influence was not

. 0 . .
strong enough to yield significant'negative correlations. These were

O

variables measuring the type of questions asked "(whether process,,
,r

59
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i5roduct, choice, or opinion) and the difficulty level of the questions

(whether correct or incorrect); for,these variables, the math teachers

';asked. more process questions and students gave more incorrect answers in

V

mati classes. The type of feedbmik given by the-teacher also was not

stable for overlap students with the exception of some instances of

integration-feedback and process feedback.

The types of misbehaviors for which students were corrected were

notvstable with the exception of two'Itype-s.of misbehaviors relAed to

disrespect for the teacher. The more severe types of teacher reactions

werecnot stabl although the use of milder correetiqns was stable.

This may reflect consistent teacher treatment of-students who do not

Areserious behavior problems..

Fourdays of classifying the stable variables will be'presented.

an independent, ta4c-

This is supported

achievement motive-

First, the extent toowhich a student functioned as

oriented worker west* highly stable characteristic.
.)

tist, .

by several general ratingsf the students,such as
...

.. ,),*).

tion, adedemic performance, and record of-turning in homework on time.

Good, students in one class

Second, the extent to

".S',

tended toibe good students in the other.
4

whiCh the stuOtnt initiated his or h4

involvement in,inteidactions was highly stable. For example, the /types (

.

9 V, 9

L.

of selection for public response opportunities,-which wrife,stable.were71

1

i-
f

student volunteering to answer and student calling out the answer,.

.

The rate of student initrated.questions and comments during a
...

.,-.

6,0
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1(

discussion was highly stable across classes, as well as the rate of a

student''s initiating a private contact with-the teacher (such as

calling the teacher over during seatwotk, or going to the teacher's

desk).' Reflecting this same characteristic are the kinds of teacher

initiations with the student. Being selected for a public response

opportunity as a non-volunteer and being approached by the teach9r for

private interactions were measures which showed high stability.

Although measures of teacher behaviors, these variables probably reflect

teacher responses to student differences: if the student needs contact

.with the teacher is not on task, is not getting practice by

answering questions) and is not goidelo initiate that contact, then

the teacher must make-the effort.

Another indication of this characteristic is the proportion of

public contacts to private ones, which w4.1.4so stable. The same

students in both Classes are healnolt..,often b5i the rest of the class.

, The high-inference ratings of the o rlap student's. are consistent

with this pattern of results. ClassrooM observers' rangs of the
, . . A

students in their two classes on the factor of "outgoing,'sociable,

and happy with peers and'teacher" was highly table. All of these

results fonsidered together indicate, thatstudtnt willingness (and

. ,

capacit5) to initiate his or het own interactions is a stable
1

or

r

characteristic, not,strongly affected\by subject matter differences.

;. H t
. A third pattern notable in the

f

results is the consistency of the

quantity and qualityof teacher-student contacts.- The papers on

31
'40
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subject-matter differences suggested several ways in which the types

56

1

of'questions and activities are influenced by the demands of the

subject Matter; but the overlap analyses presented here point out that

_student differences are also quite important in determining the nature

of teacher-student interactions.

Overall, the rate of any contact with the teacher, fates of public

academic contacts, behavioral contacts, student created work contacts,

procedural contacts, and social 'contacts were all stable. When

proportions_of types of contacts are examined, those whichlwere work-

related, non-work related, or behavior-related were stable. Looking

just at student - created contacts (student:initiated private contacts

..:..1. r1... teac ) the proportions of these which were content.- related

4-
and which were procedure-related were stabler although there were also

subject'patter differences between content related and procedure related

contacts by students. (There. were more of the former in math classs,

and more of the latter in English-classes.)
'

.

These findings suggest that a student who stays on -talk and doed

--not misbehave in ote class is likely to be about, the same in another,

Likewise, a student,who often needs to/question the:teacher onthe

page number of an assignment is as likely to need guidance in a math lass

as-in an English class, or at 1ea4t hig or her standing relative to'

the rest of the sample swill be the same. T#e content of the eslessim

Hchanges', but the student's concerns i.e. work, procedures, or

misbehaltingstay the same.

r
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A fourth way of classifying the stable variables is to consider

e

the tone of the interactions described by them.' This can be measured

by looking at both student-controlled variables and at teacher-
,'

controlled variables which probably reflect reactions to student

differences.

.

Teacher feedback to answers or requests is an example of the

latter. The proportion,of the time that teachers offered integrative

feedback or process feedback rather than perfunctory feedback to,a

student's answer was stable for several variables, although not in all

instances. This is'interesting because subject matter differences
:-..-4-

wert also noted for these measures. For example,, even though integration.

of, a student's answer is less likely to happen in English class, students"''.

who receive the greatest amount of it in English are also likely to receive.

the greatest amount of it in math, compared to other students. On an abso-

lute'scale, they will receive more in math than in English .cble to

subject matter influencel.

o e

Providing more elaboratefeedback7to soile.students may represent.
Ic

:.:
Nt°

o <-,teadfier willingness to ,take some* sudents1- answers more ertously.than
, ,

others, butsitfis.also likely that this is a reflection roFff the quality,

of the answer itself, in that some students may consistently give better'?

more-,:appropriate answers.

The rate ofeCademic criticism and the proportion 4 teacher-

afforded work contacts given criticism were also stable evaluative

feedback variables, as was the proportion of behavior Contacts in

whisch, the teacher 'delivered a mild correction (coded as',a"MaLgement"

ehavior) Again ,these.resuits can be interpreted either as-teacher

'63
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attitudes toward studenti or as reactions to the student behaviors

%or a combination dthe two), but the importance of this finding for

this paper is that the behaviors were stable. The students tended to

receive elaborate or perfunctory .feedback, criticism, and mild rather

than mote severe behavioral corrections.to about the ISame'relative
.

gree in each class. Again, however, the absolute amount°for any stu-

dent might be affected by the subject matter.'

The student-,controlled behaviors which were stable and which reflect

A

the tonal quality of interactions with the teacher are primarily-reflected

in fhe types of misbehaviors occurring. The proportions of all 10.s-

behaviors which were "sassing and defying the teacher". or "baiting the

teacher" were stable. The students exhibiting these behaviors in one

class also did so in the other. Overall; the rate of "aversive' dyadic

contacts was stable, and the rateof "reinforcing" dyadic conta ap-
,

.

proached signifiow'cance IT = ;06), indicating that the extent which

a student had pleasant, neutral, or unpleasant Lintarts was stable from

class to class.
-3,

Hih-inferenceiratings which are/relevant to the,tone of inter-
.

1,action&and which were stable were observers ratings of "antisocial
. .

t
( , / .

eendencies, emotional, or behavioral problems"' a teacher ratings of the
i

students as "would want student in class= again" and "student' behavioein

class." These suggest that the student strongly influences the tone of

his or her interactions.
.

The picture that emerges, then, is one of students being treated with

relatively the same amount of warmth, acceptance, and respect in each

Y,
" 'class, and affording the same relatively to each of the teachers he or

. .
.i

6 4\
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she.has. One might expect, then, that.the student ratings Of teachers would

reflect this and also be stable, but that was not tie case. Only two

.of nine scales were stable: "Studdnt feels comfortable going to the
el.

teacher with a personal problge and "Student learned a great deal in this
e,

class". Ratings of the teacher's competence, interest in the students,

and student's desire to have the teacher again were not stable.

..._.

Another study conducted by the orrelate§ of,Effective Teaching

Project, theStudent Attribute Study, yielded results which are very

similar to these (Brophy, Evertson, Anderson, Baum, and Crawford, Note 9).

That study fOdused on behavioral correlates2of students who were ranked

by their teachers as being consistently high'or ldw on several scales.

It was generally found that students who were seen positively were

seen that way on almost every measure, and likewise for the student

ranked low on7uch scales as achievement potential, persistence,

cooperation, etc. Even though this study was done with elethentary

students, many of the same patterns of behavior which distinguished

f

the "top" from-the "bdttom" students are those same types! of Vehaviqrs.

which were stable for the overlap students:, public vg. priv9e contacts,

and general tone of teacher Student interactions._

In summary, several student characteristics and classroom processes

are seen to be stable across two classes of different subject matter.
#

In any specificiplituation, these characteristics may be moderated by ,f

the demands of the subject or individual.teacher,influence. On the

65
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certain kinds of \ tudent behavior and studentwhole, however,

ic were s ble across classes,meanin.that the student'scharacterist

relative standing was the same, regardless of teacher or subject

2

matter.
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Using a box score approach for- categorizing across the studies

surveyed, Shavelson and Dempsey-Atwood concluded that

presentation, positive and neutral feedback, probing, and classroom,

management were moderately stable; that the stability of content

presentation, motivational skills, expressive teaching style,

affective style, Classroom administration, and teachr individualize- .

0.a

tion was unclear bedause some variables showed good stability and

otherstdid not; and that the stability of teacher questioning, negative

feedback, student-centered teaching- style, interpersonal behayior,
*

the degree to which the teaal-6-i followed prescribed procedures,'and

-7;1indirect teacher ntvl of the classroom was'yery
,

These are int resting suggestions that will be considered, but

we do not believe

enough to justify

the length of the

that the data upon, which they are based were strong

considering them as Bypothesep. In many studies,

16
observations used to generate the raw data was so

7 e

... t.

.1iMited ad to call Into questiOh any attempt'to assess stability, and
, ./,

lot

ill others', known'differepceS

,

in the contexts in whichdgfereq measure-
/.

.
, 1 ,,e t

ents.were taken call intb question tbaveri; expectation of stability,'
, . t.' , ,

[,

Also,the research settings yaried widely
,

in:general level, subject,
. ..

,

..

m.atter, number and type Of tiddlers included,:tyes of behavior measured,
) ,

and types, of scores used-
.

I ItNe.
t.,

q Among the variables found to be least stable in this study were
,I.

the difficulty level of questiOns, the types'af feedbaCk Pollowing ,.. .

- i-,

. . .

l'' t

. .t.

4

a

If
'a

.

*

4 0
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a
62

se to students 4in private contacts
i

and the
'.-

.percentage of total time,devoted to ptudent-response opportunities

.-.

in public settings. This includes the airiable of questioning

1

mentioned by Shavelson and Dempsey-Atwood, and it includes elements

of student- centered teaching stale and in4rect teacher control as
-. .

. ... 4 .
A

.

- Fell. However, .the other variabiesid.ncruded in this . report do notr
..,

appear on apd,.in general, there isnot much correspondence

,between -the two lists%

4

In general, the stabllity.coefficients presented hereg'are

41

e.

,
higher- than would be exgeciici on the basis 'of previodg research

.. ,,

.3

....,

(Shavelson and Dempsey-Atwobd, 1976), and -figher than those o wined

.
'.

,

T . } , f
. ',.

0 -

inour own earlier cork using similar observation instruments)'i
a4,

di/
second and third grade classrooms (Brophy, Coulter, Crawford,,

. .
. .

. . .,.
.

,gvertsop, and King, 1975; Brophy, Evertson, Crawford, King, and Sepior,
.: .

V

,Note 2; Crawford, Brophy, and Evertson; Note 3) . ,This, seems attrir

butable ta,the fact the.two class,sections observed for_each
J.t

eacher
. -. .-"_... .,-

were4aught to.students_et-the samegrade level in ame sc
,
hool

. . ,

. 2

taking the same course,.and.W ,the fact that a'great deal of data were
.

Collected in each classroom (an average of 20 hotirs). The high eaMpa- if
f-.

rabilit of class sectibns had the:efa ofphiatching classes-on a -
. '

1 '' '
, .

.great many,contvt variables, leaving only-random differences'ip strident
...:..,..,,-- - ./.-

tOmposition,_ Even here,.the potential for such differences tas-.1
S. -.k

'' . .

.4

. .

minimized; because the students wereain.the smile grade in.tht,same
. .

,school. Many of the studies reviewed by Shave/son and Dempsey-1AXwood
A

68*
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(1976) used class sections that were knownto be different (often

n deliberately structured totbe different) in one or more

fundamental ways. This may be the primary reason for the generally
1

,

low stability reported in these studies.

The present studyshows that more thorough saming reveals many

low, inference measures to be quite stable across class sections, but.

. 'it also shows thatthe problem of inadequate samplingdoes not go away

4) for y iables that Appear with low frequency. The frequency with which
4

% 4 .

olartic lar prOceas behaviors occurred as ie of the strongest single

tieter nantsof.itability coefficients, although there were some ecep- .

tions. Even'in this study, a great many process behaviors did not
a

ap ear often enough to allow. eliable sampling. Many of these vh,,bles

probably are not important enough'to warrant serious an8 extended

study. Those that are will haveto be studied with methodss that

4 .

. artifically produce the behaviors more frequently and perhaps predic-
% .

tiably,..so that they can be observed often enough to allow statistical

:4.

'assessment.
,

.
.

.

One .way to this 'is to-assemble'"case stales" that could be

. :

analyzed later as part of asingfe sample: This aithod would preserve
..

A'
% .

.

the naturalistic character of the interaction samples, althotigh doing

.

X.,, -it would require,a good. deal of advance infOrmation about what
.,-..." 4, ..,

..
.

X..
aspects of situations should be recorded for preservation. An alter-

,

native method would be tgozoduce situations experimentally by mani-

pulating-tacher behavior to see its effects on students, or manipu-

" ,lating student behavior to observe its effects on teachers. Here, it '.

1.
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would he important ,to see that the subjects .did not know the

hypotheses (or,, ideally, even the variables of interest), ,These-
4

i

)nethods wound produce a great gain in efficiency or control:, but at

" 1 .

the cost of naturalistic reelism.This might not be a. problem foi

variables dealing with instructional techniques (what should the

teacher do if the student Aiginally said "I don't know," and a

promp 'has failed to elicit a response?) , 'but the .loss inrealism

might be too seriglis to overcome in investigations of variables

having to do with classroom management techniques (what should the

teachet do if two students who are fooling around have not reipbnded

to instructions telling them to .get to worlc)

The present data confirm previous findings that high inference

ratings yield higher stability coefficients than scores from low

..,,.
,

. inference coding: .This should not be taken to imply'that high

inference ratings are preferable,-however, for several'reAtons.

First, high'inference ratings generally deal with broad' and often

41trio

covert aspeqts of classroom process, in contrast to the more specific

and overtly behavioral aspects included in low inference coding. One

. implication of this is that high inference ratings should be more

Forcertain variables, they may be the method of choice,

.hut.other sariables (feedback to student enswers) cannot be rated

.
validly with high inference scales, although they can be counted

.
accurately with low inference methods. Also, high inference ratings

implicitly assume that Certain teacher characteristics are or should

Se generic, but as knowledge about context effects increases;it is be-

1

to
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,..

tcoming clear that few :probess behaviors are truly generic. Most
...

/- 65

vary (probably appropriate with Context,(Brophy and Evertson, Note 10).

°In addition to thic conceptual problem, there is aIso'the

'.questioq,c1 validity. High inference ratings are frequently Aistorted

by ha/o'effects, personal biases, instructional set, and many other
.

, influences that inflate measures of reliability but erode validity.

Aspects of this-were seen in'the pesedt study: observer ratings on

64 scales coveringa great variety of aspects of teaching were more

stable across class sections than student ratings of nine general
4

teacher characteristics. Students saw the teachers only f4i hin.one.

class section, but observers often saw them In bath class sections;

so that the stability in observer ratings probably was inflated by

'halo effects' someOht Tpip will be checked further by examining

the stability of the ratings. done on a .given teacher by only two
.

,

:

, obServers versus those done 4,y\three or more observers:

In general, hough, the stability seen in this study was qbite-
.

.

,

/ "----- impressive. Among other tfilngs, it.implies.thatthe use of parallel
..-

class sections taught by'the.same teacher'Wouid'allavi a great deal of,.'

:control over extraneous variables in studies-;which 'compared treatments,..:. ./.

1r

There would be serious contamilation-problems,, here, of course, because
.

.
,, -

,
...-s.the same teacher would be asIced to do one thing in one section and' . f.. . -30

a ,_
lk t

J.

another thing. in another section. However, if two positive treaeMentS

rather than one treatment Aria a control procedure) were involvdC

that the.teacher could concentrate, On
.

doing one set ofthings in one -

-1

4 ,

771 "
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class and a differentrset of. things in the other class, the result

could be an excellent opportunity to observe the specific effects of'

each treatment.

The contrgst between the relatively high stability seen here vs.

other studies shows that stability in process measures can be, achieved

with enough observations and enough control over context variables, -

but it also- illustrates the futility of expecting all process measures

to be stable. Nis will happen only if investigators confine them-

selves to the most frequent and typical (and'usually uninteresting)

behaviors.

As'we have noted elsewhere (Brophy and Evertson, Note 10),

ultimately the soluta.on,to stability /generalizability concerns lies

in learning more about context effects on process measures and process-

..

outcome relationships, and about how to accommodate such effects in
A

improved research designs. If this is accomplished, the stability/

generalizability problem could disappear.
,..-

One issue which has not been addressed in this report is that of

the role of stability in individual teacher effectiveness. Most

resear4ers recognizeand agree that flexibility is likely to be a
. . .

.. _
.

, .
.

vital compqnent in teacher idehavior and that tailoring teaching methods
. ..:. . . .

to the demands of the classroom is appropriate behavior. If'soone

- Shaul& expec t pertaiir effective teaching behaviors to be unstable.

A future`s oit from this study will examine the stability scones of
.

,
. A '.

.

A r-

Individual teachers from clusters of empirically preselected behaviors

ti

t_
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. ,

these to student outcoMes,in order'tg detrminethe
1.

-
',

=.
t.

under which consistency is effective and under what

'1,..

consistency fails to meet individual needs and may have aconditions

detrim'ental effect on pupil outcomes.

V
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Appendix A. 'Description of Data Subsets

4.*

The data presented in thp_ report are derived from. several

sets of the Junicir High Study. The following is a list of the ubsets

used, a brief dtscription of each, and an indication of the report

sections where they will be discussed:

1. Classroom Observation Scales (COS): a set of tatlX7el1ih-

- .

inference five - point scales of teacher and sqdeneclassrOoM behaviors.%
4..

,....:)
.

Inducted also are 3 types of questions and 4 factor scores from the
` ,..

.

factor analyses. Results from this subset are discuesed:in Sections

I and II.

op 2. Observer Ratings of Teachers: a subsets,of 100.high-infer= ,

.

.

ende five-point 'scales on which teachers were rated at ,the,end, or.the ,

a ,

year by the two observers who had seen the teacher throughont,the

year. The two sets of reticle per 'teacher were combined_ ;after,

able.variables were dropped. Results from this subSei are discussed

in Section I-and II. 0

3. Observer Ratings of Students; a subset of high-inference
r,-

data Consisting of twenty-five five-paint-scales) each of the two

observers collecting data in'a particular cliss rated target students

it the end of the year. One variable was dropped for lack of reli-
.

ability and the rests which were highly reliable, were combined Co

give, one score per student. Results from this subset are discussed

,, in Sections I, II, and III.

74



Student Ratings of Teachers: a subsee high-inference data

consisting of all students in each observed class rating their teacher

on,nine five-point scales. 'Results from this subset are discussed in

Sectlions I and II.
*A,

5. Time Utilization: as a portion of the 1(5w-inference coding 40t

system, classroom observers kept,an account of the number of minutes

..so*
teachers utilized various teaching formats. These were calculated as.

_proportions of total teacher controlled time. Results from this sub-

.

set of data ar? discussed in Section II.

6. Teacher Ratings of Students: a subset; of high-inference data(s
2* -mac c

Consisting,of five ratings- of each target student. These were done on

five point.scales from (1) low on the behavior to (5) hip on the

,,behavior:

7. Low I ference Observational .Codin: stem Pro ortio and

d.

Rates: each behavior coded in the low-inference c ding syste was

individually,tallredand summed and these-frequencie elded two ,types

:of scores: (1) rate scores, for which frequencies were dividald by

number of minutes of observation, thus giving an index of the absolute
, .

.---
.

.
..., .

rate at which, certain. behaviors occurredTsUch as correct:answers per
... .

.

50 minute clasa periOd, and ) proportion scores for which raw
. .

. '

frequencies were used.to indicate the relati4e amounts of various
p.,.

,

behaviors (such as the proportions of corract.ans ers ofall answers

.given). Results from, these subsets are discussed Sections I, II,
,

' .
4 .

. .

and III, '
.

5
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Composition
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. Table I. Time Differences betWeen the Two Observed

Sections of Math and English Teachers' Classes

. ,-
. Ohe morning section;
one afternoon section

4

observed sections
e morning

Both observed sections
in the afternoon

Intervening classes
between the two observed '

..sections:

3

Math English

14 19

1 16

114 4

7 16

10 10

.5

2

,

_

O

st



Table 21
. .
Correlatlons across Class Sectiins for Content-Formats
.During Mael and English Ciasses

. .

;'1011* Math

Four functions:

t,
2. Four functions:

3. Four functions:

A. /Percentages

5. Geometry

6.. /Algebra

7. Othei

English

whole slumbers .88**

fractions ` .90**

.

decimals .88**

.66**

. .

0
.87**..

.

8. SpelliTg tests

9. Spelling activities

10. Gtthilar: punctuationapitaliihtion

1
11. Grammar: sentence structure

.,12. Grammar: paragraph stjdy

13. Grammar: parts of speech .

14. Story reading "
.

15. Other ^literature exercises

16, !:Compositionsexercises
, .

I
17. Drama exercises

18. Tocubnlary exercises

lei :Other
-,t

1 1

Math)
39*

.75**

.03**

- .

a.

. ,

79**

,8

.66**

.74**.

7 .82**'

,.76**

.78**

or



Table 3: Correlations across Class Sections for Rate Measures from.:

e Low Inference Observational Coding System

Rate Of:*

1. Public Response opportunities

2. Process' questions

,3. Product questions
4. 4,

4. Choice questions

5. Opinion questions

*.

.

Preseleci7patt4tfied type of selection
, . .

Preselect non-patterned tyPe of selection

8. Non-volunteer type of selection

. 9. -Volunteer type of selection,
0

10. Call-out type Of selection

11. COrrect answers
, 1.

12. Iricorrect answers
k

"Don't know" answers.13.

14. ponses

15.. Student- nitiated-questions

16. ,Student- nitiated comments,

17. Academic prais
4

,4

tl8. A6'demic criepism'

.83** ,

.85**

'.81**,

.09

.56**`

.5415*.
w.

.

.0
.69**

76**

-

`.83**
F I

.76***

56 **

19.--Student initiations evoking .a_ negative-teacher_response

(
sustaintng2feedack'

21: ..SysfainingleedkOk.gii.reri',WrOng(Answers In a6a4qpiq,
1:.'''..response opportunities confeXts_

"

85
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t'

/1)

4'

. 4.

Table 3 "cont.)* .
-, v 4-

p

i . . ,
, ,

22.. Sustaining feedback given "don't know"or no retp2Ase
in academic response opportunities cOntqpt
r !

23. ,Total dyadic contacts.,

24. Public a rivate work contacts sought by student
..

4

.54**
,'

%

. , ,

25.,, Studen initiated worklcontacts which are content related ',63**-Nt- .
26. Teacher initfatell'woFk contacts

'

1. .' -.§0,'

2Y. "'Student- initiated N;3ork contacts which-ar proceduie related -1.66**

56t*

/ 28. T 'ocher initiated contacts which are procedure rated

29. Student initiated contacts that- -are personal
.

30. social contacts thatrareNstudent initiated

R. tocial contacts that are teacher; initiated

32.. Private student-initiated contacts
,,,

, .

33. Private teacher initiated ontact) ,

s
.4

,34. Total behavioral contacts

sr
35. 'Behavioral sr.itilismi and threat'4'

-, ..36. Mild-mibbehaviors

.a
. .°

31. SerloUs misbehaviors

38. Total 'reinforcing'- dyadic contacts
_

....

;

39. - Tota1-,averIi.ve.-4yacil.e.,--coneacs ..-..,

.4,

.

r ' . ; . '0 40._,

.., ,,

. -

*

T.:

.72** ,

.59**

.71,0

. 651i

:73**

.74**
3

,. 59**

.50**

.68;wc:

e
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Table 4: Correlations across Class Sections for Proportion
Measures from the-Low Idferenge Observational
CodingSygteml .

Proporr7ion_of.

1. response opportunities

2 response opportunities

3. 'response opportunities

4. response

5. ,Process

generated by procesi questrona.0

generated by-product question

generdted by choice-questions

oppouunities generated by.opinion questtions

/-'\N
questions which-students answered correctly

ii
76. 1,produci questions which students answered correctly

4

,
iv..

7. choice question which students,°answered. rrectly
4

,

8. opinion questions which students
known:orno resp

9; tesponse oppprtunit
presq!ffed in patt

11 I , .
,

I

answered with "don't'

es-given to students whb were
ned turn's .

respqnse,,:opplortuOtieS giver}., Attldddi whI,

preselected in non - patterned turnS

11; response opportun?ties
nom--voluntedrs

t 't

. .

. ,response opportunities
- ,,,---, - ,

_

which the teacher gave to -

.47**

.35**-

-.21 O

.48**

7.02

,158**

which'teacher gaVe to volunteers 61**
- -

4 '13. "response opportunities,whishdtudents-answered
.6... dai15-ing out

A ..

pre e,; ted,,patte7 urm.students who answerea,
-Corrd''

_ -- ----

.preselected-,

.correctly'

tt6rded turn seudents whO,answeiee



.Table 4 (Cont.)

=4

f.

non-volunteers whO $11ASwered corrdctly

volunteers whd answered correctly

call-out sudents who

correct answers

20.- incorrect answers

answered

o

-correctly

21. answers which were "don't know"

22.- answers which ,were no response .

23. correct answers which teachers praised

24. correct answers after which teacher asked new
question -

25. correct answers after which teacher asked non-
academic question

1

.26**

,IPP 4(

1(.01

.50**

.29*''

.07

.61**

.61**

.43**

41.

26. correct answer's which, teacher integr6eed into the

class discussion

27.( .sorrect answereewhIcb
l

teacher. gave no ,feedback-
!;::*- , i 047,'

1.,,

.- - ,

628-._ correct answers
%

jafter which tea er
N. - ...-

i,- a..z.ye, ,p. process 'e s s:$

k 1. 'feedback ,.
\fl ---

-29, incorrect answers which
6 v.

incorrect answers after
the question

incorrect answers-after-wHiCh
the:question 4";

-

32.' incorrect
question

teachei criticina .

- _

which -teachei

answers afisX

.tncorrectanswersafter
Aica'demic; question'

repeated

45.

thanher-simplified

which. ieacher; a,siced a new
m

which teacher.esked

.01

11'

.56**

0

.10

47.='!ie '
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Table 4 (cont.

34. incorrect answ9rs which teacher integrated -into
. the class discussi.6n-

,.
35. incorrect answers after which teacher gave no

feedback

36. incorrect answers after-Which, teacher gave,
. process feedback

37. incorrect ansikers after which teacher gave,the
answer

38. incorrect answers after which teacher asked
anotheroAtudent

incorrect answers after which anotlier 'student
called out the ,answer

40. "don't know" and no response answers/Which '
teacher. criticized .

1 '`- -Ai: ,-- "dors't, know
,, and no response, answers after

' whichAelcher repeated -the question
f

2;- "don't know"' and no response answers after
-` which teachek, simpiifiddw

--3,. -
, . -____,L,-4
.'" ''''',.*J11-t---kso,:r67."-' end no re-sponse,answerS-f ter :which ,---'. _

"',---
'teacher asked a neui..question': ...2_ - _ ''- :54**''

.- . .. . .._ . ..';7c - .; . ',.--,

44t "-don't -know;' and no response -answers after which
-.0...teacher'r-asked a non=academic question . no data -

f.,.,

:45. "don't know" 'and no response answers after wh'i'ch . - .,.
-

,,-teacher save process feedhaEk .09:.,' . ;.-

,46.. ''don't know" and -no response answers, after Which
\ ,-.

'''.. teacher gave the answer' 4

. I t ;-

. 47. "don't knOw".artd no ,responge answers after whfeh-
teacher asked ifnizther student . .

, ,.,
-,---7 . ,...z , *V .,.....:

,4£1... "dont.t13noW" and no response an --ars ftel., whiCh,
anothak student, called out the` answer . ----"------

_

:...4-",7' 7 - .

.,
Pr_g_coqPs;Atiest ions which students answered.
TindOriectlY ', --, ... ''-"'' --''-'

--''.-- - A

*

37**

.16

+

4' ,

' - ,,,;;1:-..2
..32-1,`0,
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Table 4,(cont.)

v,.

50. prbduct questions whichstudents answe red
incorrectly

51. choice questions -which students 'answered
incorrectly.

ti

.23

.09

47=-

52. process questions which.students answered
with "don't know' -.b9

53. product questions which students answered P

with "don't know"
" .

4
54. choice questions which students apswered %

with "don't know" '' : .10

'55. processquestions-to which students gave no
response answers /.

, ..
,

56. product questions to whichstudents gave no
TespOnse answers

t.---'
4

..,`

choice questions to whin students gaVe no
response answers,

...,..

A 58. preselected, pattern4 turn, students' who were,
asked product questions 4 *t.-,. .

59. , preselected, non-patterned turn SiUaents w ho

were asked processquestions
CS . .'!"'

.

60. preselected non-PatterOd turn students who

.
. were asked productquestions

.'' *. ,-
. 0

. preselected, non - patterned turn atudents"Who

yere.asked choice questions ,

62:-:.process questions directed to non-voluilteers
.

',.. . c
i .3

4
63. \product questiona**ected to non-. voluriteers

4,*, _ .. 7. ,
.

64, choice questions irected to non-volunteers

65., opinion .questions.direcied to non7volunteers,
. "

.

'process questions` dircte to volunteers

.

ftbdUCt questions-litettevrto volunteers

.42**-'

.44**

.49**

.25*

.54**

.48**

*,
.22

..53**

J

a

ti
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Table 4 (cont.)

1

68. choice questions_directed'to volunteers

69, opinion quesisj.ons directed to voldnteers

. 70. process questions answered'Mr a student
calling out

71. product questions, answered' by a student
calling., out

72., choice questions answered by a student
4

calling out

73. opinioh questions answered by_ a student
calling out t

74. answers to process questions which teacher
praised'

75. ,nswPrq tn produtt questictps which teacher,

praised

76.' answers
praisea

78.

answers

praised

to choice questions which teacher

toopinion 'questiOnswhich teacher

answer S4 to

criticized

79.1011ianswerS.to

criticized

4

process cuestions which teacher
.,-;

II

'Nr

product qqestions.which\teachei
-1.

.
-

,80. 'process'questions after which teacher repeated
-,--
.

th4 question. .

..

. kg.,

--81 ,product questions after which teacher repeated
the quirion. -, .- f^

,. , . , .4A

%. , , ..

. : 62. choidd questions a4ter.which idacheilrejtleate

. :the uestion,-. .." -
,

'.1P

-,- . ..
.

. . .

...' 43', prows question8 after.0i.ip'h teacher s441ified
. .

Vile: queStlotf ..:'. , 40-
A .:1::. ; , :_ . . ,

.,,,,:,. , . ,,

.09 ,

28

.19

. .36*

.06.,

.S4**

0
o.

.

.'60**

,

:44*

.32

.02

..63**

-.68 4 41

'.22

:62**

+6.

8,,

: -,:: : ,
-./,: , 'Y''''?' 8, ,.. , ''.. , ,,,, ",' ' ' ,, i , ". .,,,, ' ,

, . 1,5 ,

. - : 1 ' . 0141.

T
.

, 1-
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Table 7 (cont:;) .

10.

-,.

84: product.questic4S-after which,tuh4r simplified
the questiim

400
, ,

;

. . , .

-85. choice questions after which teachei simplified

the question A, , 1

86. process questions after which teacher asked a,

new question

87. ProdUctl:luestiOns after which teacher asked a,.
/ -

new question

88. choice crest-Jogs after which teacher asked- a'

new 'question .6

'

89.': opinion questions'after which teacher asked. a,

-new question
.

90. process questions after which.teacher asked a.

non - academic _question
,
_ -

91. product questions afte r'which teaciler:tsked

non-academic question

.29*

.12

.47,**

. 1
k

a

.,
,

J ;
r .f&t.

92. .answers to

integratmd

93. answers to

411k
integrated

94. answers. to

integrated:

process.questionch teacheF>r
-

into th-e alass-diSc sion
z4J,

,.' 1 -

product..411estiona,which teacher -

into thlaSs discussion' ' Y
,.1 , ,

choice.questiona which teachlp
into the class discuasi,on f

-..,.

95., answers to opinion questions whiCh teach; i
integrated into 'the class discussion', Wr:-',,,

-,,

- :14.* . .
,..'; ; ,,'(--

9§. process gueseions aftermhich,teachergave
4..J feedback , :

. ' _

' ..' . .

97. product 'questions ns after whichjeachetz.gtve

,
no

! i! ;,,

: ,r,,,Y.

feedbaek, . .

4

V

.4

8. _procesa. questiops after which:teacher gave/

process.feedback
,

product questions after which teache;tave
process feedback.: --

-
. ..!4(

.5k**
.

4.,.4:.

,.



Table 4 (cont.)

100 choice questions,after which teacher gage
' process feedback'

101.. opinion questions after which teacher gave
process feedback

102, process questions after-which teacher gave
the answer

103. ppvQuct questions after which teacher gave
he answer '

I.
It

.choice questions after which teacher gave
the answer

105. process questions after which teacher asked
another "student

-.05,

-.19'

.09

47**

-.01

.13

1p6. product questions after which teachel- asked
another student .25*

107. choice questidhs after which te4pheT asked
anottier-student ,

.108.; process question's after which another.student
called out the answer

. /
109. product .questions after.which another Studen't

called out, the answer.

110: chbice questions after which another student
called out the answer

4
_

411. preseleCtted, ,patterned turn students who
answered incorrectly

....

.

1126 preselected, non-patterkd turn` students who
, 0 - answered incorrectly" , .

, -

.05,
J ,.1

4i*.113. non- volunteers who'answered ncorrectiy .
.42**

T

114. volunteers who answered.intoireCtly .05
':' - * ,..

.
. -

A
115: dell-out .studAnts who answered incorrectly

. .07
. _ . .

. ,
, . -- . _. .

'116.
.

preseletted, patterned turn students vho
answered with "don't know',

,

.25

.11

76**

J
C



table 4(cont.)
(

117. .preselected, non -patterned turn 'students who
answered with "don't °know" -.04

118. non-volunteers who answered with "don't know" -.10

119. volunteers who answered with "don't know"

120. preselected, patterned turn students who gave
no response answers .00

121.. preselected, non- patterned turn students who
gave no response answers

122 non-volunteers who gave nofesponse answers:

123. preselected, patterned turn stu\ dents whom
teacher pt.',aised .

ti
124. preselected, non-patterned tarn students whom

teacher praised
a

'125.-rior=461Cinteers whOrl'fiCher pVaited
to

126. yolunIeers whom teacher praised
, 4,

127. callout students whom teacher praised

:0 1.
128.

.

non-vorunteep. whom, teacher cri 'cized
.

1 ,,,.. .
.

129. call-rout students whom teachercriticlzed
ry

'\ preselected,. patterned turn students for 'whom
,

teacher repeated the.question ,

preselected, non-patterned turn students for-

whom teacher repeated the,question

132. non - volunteers for wbom teachdr repeated t
-question -- , - -

, .

a 4 ''%s

: 133, volunteers fOr'whom teacher repeated- the
eI
n

;

%
..., ,.' quettio .

.

134. calldUt students -far whom teacher repeated
the qpestion'-

40,1- t , o.

135: preselected, patterned turn siuden'tfor whOm
teacher timl:lifieathe'question _

.22 r

.53**

.01

.12

';54**

.55**

.65**

:34* fr

-AC)

.40

.06,-

.14

4

r

o
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., Xable4 (cont.}
m,

, ' 4

136. ,preselectedrnon-pattevne&-turn
for wh97d teachO'r simplified the

. ,

.40
. 0.. . '

0, a,

137. onon-volunteersfor whom teacher
,-the question

4

i
f

A

itudents'
question.

,

4implified

.3714

0.

..

138. -ArolunteAs(for mboth teacher simpWied thd.
uestidn .

0

<I .-- , la. ,
139. eali-out students for whotq teacher simplified

.

the question", -N.

. : =,,. . ... . .

140. yre lected,.patterfied.tUr students whom r r

teac er, asked.: new questions
4

, .1 -5. 5,.

. .

141. preselected,fion-pattetned turn students whom *-4-

''teacher asked new questions .

. 4-,

.0; .23

4 142. non-volunpeers whom teacher, asked new question .34*

143. volunteers whom teacher a'skedn s-ew question
.

.

#

0 144. call-out students whom teacher-asked new

.05

I

-.05

-

.145.

questions
F 77F:

preselected, pattepled-turn-students whom
teachergave non-aademic feedback

146. non-volunteers who' teacher,gave non-:academic,
feedback ,

r.

4

14Ni volunteeri whom teaAher gave on-academic

1i 8. call -out students whop. teacher gave
'feedback

149. -preselected, patterned turn stu
teacher_integrat into the- clas

.23

.39**

Sr

".P

0

demic? , .

T:2

tints .answers'

discussion

L.02

- 15

150. preselected, non-patterne turn-students, whose
. answers teacher integrated into the class discussion

-- 151. non-volunteers whose answers
u

integra.fed.
into the class disc ssion
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.Table 4(cont.) .

. tift

152. volunteers whose answers teacher integrated
into. the class discussion .59**

153;1 call-out students whose answers teacher
integrated, into the class discussion .44**

154. non-volunteers whoni teacher gave no feedback :25*

155. volunteers whom teacher gave no feedback .39**
1

.\

156. call-out students whom teacher gave no,feedback
)
N

157. 'preselected, patterned turn students whom
teacher gave process feedback ' .17

158. preselected, non - patterned turn students whom
teacher gave procesi feedback .11

159. .non-voluiteets whom teacher gave process feedback .40**

160. /volunteers whom teacher gave process feedback .58**

161. call-out students' whom teacher gave-Otocess feedback .53**

162. preselectiO, pattened turn students Whom teachex -.10
gave the answer

0/1617 preselehed, non-patterned turn students whom
teachr dl/e the answer °

.05

164. non-volunteers whom teacher gave the answer . 1v47**

165. volunteers whom teacher gave the answer .13

166. tall-out students whom teacher gave the-answer:- .30*

167.. preselected, patterned turn students whose turns
..teacher terminated by asking another student .19

J68. 4 eselected, nOn-patterned turn tudents whose
'turns teacher terminated by asking another- student .06

169. non-volunteers whose turns teacher terminated by
--------, asking another student

170, volunteers whose turns teacher terminated by
asking another student

11,

9 6

.26*

.30*



Table 4 (cont.)

171. call-out students
by asking, another

whose turns teacher termina
student -.03

J72. non-volunteers whose turns another studen
terminated by calling out

'173.

174.

175.

volunteers whose turns another student terminated

by calling out

call-out student4' whose turns
terminated by calling out

another student

correct answers given by preselected,
turn students

patterned

176. correct answers given by preselected, non-patterned
turn students

177. correct answers given by non-volunteers

178. correct answers'given by volunteers

179. correct answers given by students who called out

107. incorrect answers given
turn students

181. incorrect answers given
turn students

st

incorrect answers

incorrect answer's

incorrect answers

"don't know"
preselected,

186. -"don't know"

preselected,

187. "don't'know"
volunteers

by preselected, Patterned

.

by preselected, ton- patterned

given by non-volunteers

given by volunteers

given by students who call out

or no response answers given by
patterned turn students

or no response answers given by
non-patterned turn students

and no response answers given by non-
.

.15

.13

32**

.60**

.60**

!62**

.25P.

.10

.21

.27*

1



41W

t.

,., .

188,' 'incorrect answera.l.feer which'teacher gave :

sustaining feedback .09

.1

189. ' "don't 'know" andirib response an era after'which.
teacher gave sustaining feeaba 4 .18 ,

S..

s,
A, +

190,, all'response opportunities%-atterwhIch,teacher
gave sustaining feedback

Student In ated:.
0

0

191.".-questiona and comments which Were qUestions

',19L muesti nst and comments which-were comments

.193.' questions which were. Callet-out

194- called-out quegtiona which'Were relevant..,
,. '-;

..=, .

195. relevane4leations which were called-out and
',.,,- criticized , \,._

'.
.39**

. - ,. , ..
, .

. ),
196.',relevant questions which were, cAlleci-out and

ignored, %i ',.15
..,,

4

-
197 relevant questions which Werelicalle&:oui and not . ..:.1

. ,

accepteal4
-

, ,

"- , .,

.

t.: . .01 -eQ
.t,

198% relevant cluestions.which'Were,cail,ed;-oueend given
feedback: t,

, . ,4
.:-, , ,70**

. -.,
,.

, .,
, -

, ,.

199' ,frplevant questions which.-wwhich. -verb called-out and-,given ::

-

. ,.. procese-,keedback, ,,-. . '.764*4. 4.

V 3

'260. :relevant queations whichwere called-Vat-an& ,

,-- integrated into .tW,clase_ discussion , ,

2. 73**
,. , , . , '-'-

--.-;-

fi
3 ; *

201. nallea-oUt:Odstions which irrelevant .5.7***._ , o ,
....;: . c. ------, . 3.0 ...,

202. irreIevent,M4eitions.whAch were called-: ut and- f':

given-feedbaCk .-. ,--.-.42*W,1

.
,-....,

_,--- ' ' , .,;,.

( 2p3. irrelevant qUeStiona i4P.'h-were'called-out,,,and'
t .

not accepted ' . ..12

.204. irreleva.ntqViesiiontawhich ware called-oUi',and, ,)

,,C. , given Feedback .56**
--.

a

c

.60**

.60**:

,77**

.74** 10'
\

0
r

1

98

0



T4le 4 (cont.)

205, 'question§ which wete not called-out .77**

206. qtestions Which were r1evant .76**

207. relevant questions which were not accepted -

208. , "'relevant quOtions which were given feedback

209; relevant iestions which were giNen-process

''210. relevant questions which were redirected

.211. relevant questions integrated Into the class

discut2 .

.03

.78 **

;59**

42**

.57**

212. questions which were irrelevant , .23

tj213. irtelevant questions which re given feedback, .28*

214. comments which were called-out ,63**

215. relevant comments which were called-out .56**

216. relevant comments which were called-out and given

praise

217.. relevant comments which were called-out and given

criticism

.13

-.07

218. relevant, comments which were.called-dut and ignored .27*,

' 219.
rrelevant comments which were called-out and not

accepted

220. relevant comments, which were called-oUt :nd given

feedback

221. relevant comments which were called-ou and given

.process feedback

222. relevant comments which were called- ut and
integrated into the class discussio

,i223. irrelevant comments which were cal ed -out

224. irrelevant comments which were led-out and,

criticized

o

7.01

.58**

' 39*

.23

.66**

*.

O
. t



Table) (cont.)

225. irrelevant comments-which were called-out

226. irrelevant comments which were caAed-out
and not accepted

and ignored

227. irrelevant comments which wage called-out
and given feedback r:e

228. relevant comments which were not called-out

229. relevant comments Mch were not called-out
and were given p se

230. relevant comme 'which were not
and were give feedback.

231. relekrant comments which were not
and were given process feedback

r

called-out

/

called-outt

232. 'relevap6 continents which were not called-,0t
and w tch were integrated into the class4
disc ,`sion

233. el:rant comments which were not calf-d-ou
.

were ignored

234. irrelevant,comments which 'were not-called-out
aid were not accepted

2..- irrelevant comments which
- and were'given,feedback

A/ ,V

43. questions and comments

237. questioris aly& comments

Student Created:,,

were not called-out

which were laraiied

which were criticized

238. contaCts/Wiiichirelated t6 academi6lbritairt
; .

/
,

contactS. which relate to classro procedure239.

240. acade telated_co tacts Which

241. academic related c ntacts whic
ctipicism-

IA

re given praise

re given .

iry

if

Yi

.56**

.13

no data

no data

.40**
s.k

.4

O
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Table 4 (cont.)

242. academic related contacts which involved
brief teacher contact._

243. acadetic related contacts which involved

.tli;*

e
,19ng teacher contact .

-
.

4-..
. 4

244. academic related contacts in which teacher
. ,

. delayed contact
.

245.- academic related contacts which were given
feedback

. ,
. .

246. academic related contacts's which were given"
.process feedback .0**

1

.63-**

.58**

247.°. contacts which involved personal requests. .54**

-248. personal contacts which teacher granted

249. personal contacts which teacher delayed ci

250. personal contacts which teacher did not grant`'

_

251.' academic related contacts.given brief feedback
<,..

252. academic related contacts given brief process
feedb7ack ." :81**

253. academic related contacts given long fedbac(c ,
,

.45**

.26*

-.02

.25*

.57**(

Teacher Ini,tiated:

.255, contacts which related to academic contdnt .61**

256. pc.dethic related Contacts which involved praise ,38**
, -

,

. .

253. academic related cbniadts which.inv9fved criticism .59**
. ,

.:, -,

258. "academic.related contactswhich were brief .43**
0

.

' , -
259. contacts which Were long ' . : '..38**academic relate'd .

. .

260., 'academic related contacts fki whickteacher
'observedsiudent 51**'

t

-

7

a

(

4.
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Talale 4 cont.)
.).

ac demic related contacts which involved
.fe dback

262. a ademic rellated contacts which'involved
p ocess 'feedback

263. cademic related contacts which involved
brief feedback

:

264. 'academic related contacts which involved
brief process feedback

."

265. ;academic related contacts which involved
long feedback

266.; academic related contacts which involved
long process feedback

ti

'',

.46**

(

.32** 0

.38**

267. contacts which related to classroom procedure

Behavior RelatedContacts:

268 misbehaviors.to whichteache\t responded but
which coder did not observe

26t. nondisruptive misbehaviors (daydreaming,'
wasting time) 0

.2 .

I
misbehaviors-in which Student socialized
with' othera:'

,

i .

i

. .

.

. -
471. :misbehaviors whiCh involved bein late to class

.272. dIsruptiv misbehaviors

273. misbehaviors in which student sassed or defied

.41**

.25*

.35**

.6,3**

.22

o
.37**

.32**
a

.09

.55** .

.teacher .21
f .

274. misbehavio;s..in which,student was verbally
aggressivetoward teacher or peers

275. misbehaviors in which stioident' was physicall

aggressive toward teacher or peers .20
,

.

276 misbehaviors in which student left class without
.

permission

ts.

-.06



Table 4 (cont.

277. misbehavi s which involved contraband
items,(kn es, radios, toys,etc.)

278. misbehavi s.in which student baited teacher

279. misbe haviors in which student slept in class

280. misbehav rs which could not be classified in
4the above

ots in which teacher' intervened
°

282. miaijteh fors which involved management request
frbm aeher

=

'283. misb aviors which involved management request
but which teacher directed to wrong student

281. Misbeh
nonver

(target error) .354*

284. misbehaviors which involved management reqtlest'
but in which teacher delayed acting (timing err .44**

285. misbehaviors which involVechmanagement request L

and in which teacher overreacted ' 1 .31i0
. \ . ,

..286. misbehaviors which'teacher criticized .18

misbehaviors ih which- teacher ctiticfzedwrong*
student (target error) .86**

288. 'misbehaviors,in which teacher delayed criticizing
(timing error) .46**

289. misbehaviors in which teacher overreacted with
criticism :05

290. misbehaviors in which teacher"threatened student
41.

252**

291. -misbehaviors in which teacher delayed threatening
(timing error)

292. misbehaviors which teacher overreacted with
6 threats

. ,

293.. misbehaviors which involved management request
but'which coder did not observe

103

t

.13
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Table 4.(cont.)

294. misbehaviofs which teacher criticized but
which coder did not observe

/95. mild misbehaviors in which teacher intervened',"

nonverbalry .12

296. mild misbehaviors which involved management
request from teacher ' .28*

'297. mild misbehaviors which teacher criticized .22

298. mild. misbehaviors in which teacher threatened
student

299.' misbehaviors in which silent Socialized with
others and in which teacher intervened
nonverbally

.41**

.15

300. misbehaviors-in which student socialized w[th
others and'which involved management request .11

3101, misbehaviors in which student socialized with

";
othere-aadwhIehteeeher.criticized , ' .08

../

302. ,misbehaviors in which student socialized with
others.and in which teacher threatened student .21.

1 --.
303. tardiness which involved management request .51*

304. tardiness which teacher criticized .42

305. disruptive misbehaviors in which teacher
intervened nonverballY' i .11

306. disruplive*misbehaviors which involved.
management reqUest .19,

307. disruptive misbehaviors which teacher
criticized .29*,

308, disruptive misbehaviorsin'which teacher--
threatened student .08 -

109. misbehaviors in which student sassed or defied
teacher and which involved management request -.13,

310. misbehaviors in Which student sassed or defied
. A teacher and which teacher criticized . .07

4

104



Table 4 (cdnt.)

311. misbehaviors in which student sassed or defied
teacher and in Which teacher threatened student

312. misbehaviors in which stAdent-Was Verbally
'aggressive and which involved management request .04

313. misbehaviors in which student was p ysically
aggressive and which involved manag ent request'

314. misbehaviors in which student was ph sically
aggressive and which teacher critics ed

misbehaViorsin which student left class
without permission and which involved management
,request

\
316.w misbehaviors which involved contraband items

and which involved manageMent'requestT -.29.

317. misbehaViors which involved contraband'item
and in which teacher threatened, student

-.02

-.06

-.60

318. misbehaviors in04hich student baited teacher and
which, involved management request. .05

. 319. miscellaneous misbehaviors (not in the above
categories) which involved(management requests .06

320. miscellaneous misbehaviors (not in the above
categories) which teacher criticized ..36

-%07

321. misbehaviors which involved management requests'

322. misbehaviors which teacher cr4ticized
*

`323. misbehaviors in which teacher threatened student

324. misbehaviors in which teacher acted without
target or timing error

325. misbehaviors in which teacher acted with
. targeterror

326. misbehaviors in which teacher acted with
timing error

105

418

.15

.44**

.44**,

4

t ;

\
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Table 4 (cont.)'

327._, misbehaviors in which teacher overreacted .73**

328. mild misbehaviors' which involved management
requests. .18

".
329. mild misbehaviors which teacher criticized

330; serious misbehaviors which involved management
request 16

331. serious misbehaviors Which teacher criticized .26*

,332. mild misbehlviors in which'teacher'acted larithout
target or timing error .39**

333.- mild misbehaviors in wiliCh teacher,atted with
target error ' .55**

334. 'mild misbehaviors in wilich teacher acted with

timing error

335. mil misbehaviors in which teacher overreacted

.Z0

.74**

336. serious misbehaviors in which teacher acted
without target or timing*grrot .09

337. serious misbehaviors in <which teacher Acted

with'target error sA25*

338, serious misbehaviors in which teacher'. acted
with timing error .30*.

339. serious misbehaviors in which teacher overreacted -.02

Social, Contacts

-340. teacher-initiated contacts which wer6 social .47**
. ,

341. student-created contacts which were social :.47*W

342. student- created contacts which were social' ltd,

which teacher accepted .07

343. student-cteated contacts which were social and
which teacher did not accept r.07

I
General Categories

r

344. response opportunities in which teacher prar4ed. :63**

345. response opportunities in which teacher criticized .58**

11J6
4.

7

f.



Table '4 .(cont.)

346. dyadic Contacts which were response opportunitiep
, .

. 347. dyadic contacts which were student-initiated
question's

'348. dyadic contacts whichkere studentlInitiated
comments

349. dyadic. contacts
(private)

which were student- created

350. dyadic contacts which were teacher-initiated
(private)

351. dyadic contacts which were behavior'related

352. dyadic contacts which were social .

353'. dyadic contacts which were private (not ublic)

354: dyadic contacts whiCh Nere private and hich
were 'student-created (excluding social)

)1/4

355. contacts involving academic content which were
private and which teacher praised /

r

356 contacts involving acadenlic content-which Were
private and which teacher criticized

357; cdntact's which were private and wh1ch involved
academic content

358. contacts which were
involve academic content/

3.59. student-created contacts which were public

360. teacher - initiated contacts Which were public
(excluding behavioral contacts)

. 361. stude*created contacts Which--wete private,
and-which related to academic, content

362. student - created contacts which were private

and which related to classroom procedure

363.
0

contacts involving academic content in which
teacher gave process feedbackc\-

teacher-initiated contacts which were
behavior related.

P

LN = 68
*E. .054V
**24": 01

private/:* which did not

6

e

.82**.

.39**

.55**

.78**

.67**

.63**

.74**

..68**

.49**

.59**

.63**

.63**

.60**

.73**

.57**

.50**

.79**

__,Sz
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Table 5. Correlations across Glass, Sections for Classroom
Observation Scales Made on Each Visitl

C.

1. High level of student attention
= 4

2. 'Teacher initiated prohretisolving

3. pupil-to-pupil interaction

4. Teacher presentation

5. Negativaffeet (teacher and studeh6)4101

6. Positive dffect (teacher)

7. 'Higher cognitive level. student behavior

8. Passive pupil behavior
.

4

-9: Convergent evaluative interaittions (teacher probes,
for right answer)

(
H-'

:.

..,-1q. Teacher task orientation
.

t

11. Clarity of teacher presentations eu,,a',
J

12. Teacher enthusiasm,'

13. Random questioning; memory questions; fact related
.,, - -

14.. Higher cognitive level questions: synthesis,
"why",questions .

-15. ''Questions with application to btudents' personal
lives; personal questions.

4

.

.
1
a

73**

.83**,

.77**

,.80**

.77**

.83**

.75**

.81**

.86**t

.84**

.82**

.7914

.80**

,76**

.48**

..*' 4
.4ef

.

'

11= 68

)42.1.-=.01

108
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Table 6. Correl..ations,across Class Sections for High Inference

.0bserver Ratings Made at the End of the Yearl

1. 'Patience of teacher in correcting errors
0;/

4

2. Attractiveness of room

3. Effectiveness of teacher's management methods'

4. Crowdedness of-classroom ._

5. Democratic leadership style of teacher'

6. Talk among students .

7. Teacher stress On form of responses

4

8. Student, obedience to teacher

9. Quantity of directions; overly explicit and repetitive

10. Classroom interruptions
f

11. Teacher use of students, in performing certain
classroom functions

t,.12. Teacher has seating arrangement

13. 'Frequency of seating arrangement chang6

14. Consistency of enforcement of rules

..
15. Teacher grants requests to go to.restroom.or

water fountain

16. Length of time after bell far class to begin
a.

17. Teacher slits "explanations" to solye behavior problemS

18. 'Amount of disturbance teacher,accepts

19. Amount of teacher confusion, Buster

20. Correction ofoninor misbehaviOrS.".

4v

4.

.87**

;85**

.83**,

.66**

; .90**

.88**

.83*.*

85**

.65**

0
0

.87**
A

.68**

.89**

.80*
s

,76**

.89**

.83**

.90**

a
.79**

.77**

21. Monitoring of class 10191!*

*

JO9

4.



rA

1

Table 6.(cont.)

22: EfficiendY of transitions,during the class period

23. High level of teacher affection

24. Teacher range of affection: low end

. .

25. Teacher range of affection: high end

26. Teacher solidarity with group

.86**

.83**

77**

.81**

.84**

27. Teacher anxiety

28. Teacher confidence - level* .90,*

29. Teacher enthusiasm .85**

30 Student'respect for teacher

31. Teacher deals effectively with student
personal prOblems

32. Teacher socializing with students

33. Teacher awarenessof coder

34.. Teacher credibility

35. Teacher showmanship

O

85**

.83**

36. AcademIc'encouragement given by teacher .84**

37. Receptiveness to student input .84**
C

38. Nurturanca of student affective skills .91**

39. Variety and choice, in assignments .66**

88**.40. Teacher, use of 'self-paced work

41. Teach&
1
use of blackboard for lectures and

discussions

Teacher'use of audio- visual aids

43. Teacher use of oral. reading

44. Teacher use of drama;,students read parts in
plays or stories

110

81**
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Table 6 (cont.)

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

150.

51.

52.

' 53.

5/4.

-55.

Teacher's productive use of own mis

Teacher goes to students during se

Student eagerness for. response op

Time allotted for class discuss

Task-oriented seatwork

Amount of teacher preparation

Teacher attention to "learning
children or slow learners (N =

ti

Teacher academic effectiveness

56)

es

twork

ortunities

f

Frequency of homework

Amount of'class time spent' productive work

Teacher emphasis' on grades

cher concern for academic achievement,

57, T acher primarily lectures

58. Teacher primarily assigns.seatwork

59. Teacher primarily uses class discAssions

60. Teachercommand o subject matter

61. Difficulty level of teacher's questions

grade's.

62.. Teacher. consistently plans sufficient. work for class

63. Teacher consistently give's' feedback on assigned work

.64. Coder, if 7th Or 8th grader, would chooSe this teacher '

$ %

a

. 79**

. 91*

.76**

. 81**

.82**

.89**

.85**

.91**

. 88t*

.84**

.81**

.87tr'

9**

114 .85**

.86**

:70**

. 81**

64**

1N = 68 except where noted.

.01

4,

As



Table 7.

St dent:

..

Correlations across Class,Stions for StUdent!s
Ratings of-Teachersl-

ec

1. hinks the

1

Thinks the
organized,

3. -Thinks.,thei

.

teacher knoWs the subject well
-

teacher is always wellpreAred and

teacher enjoys teaching

is interested in knowing students4. Thinks the teacher

1

as well as teaching them

5. Feels comfortableasking questions or asking for help

A 6, Feels comfortable about goineto;the t8acher with a
personal problem

F,edls he/she has learned a great deal in the class

Q, Has enjoyed the class

9. Would ask -for this teacher agin next year

.56**'

.69**

.66**

.66**

:75**

N = 68

,Y

. 01

3

,

#

kr;

112



;Table 8. Two-way An lyses of Variance between
Subject'HATter and less Section Using Means from
the Major Low Infer nce Observational Coding System.

Variable

.

Subject Matter
th English,

M'eans . Means p

.'Obeerved Section
First's Second A x BI

Means Means p pi

, RATE OF:

s

.ti/on

/ //'

:

e

w

ns

'

,

.,\

tiat

'

earned

,

t4.

i
ty lt,Of

i

of

f

ers

a savers

4

,-

d

-...,

.

'13.06

42.66

i /
.9.86

.34

.10

.39

.40

Nj/.02

/-
2.70

___

' 2.47

9.94.

2.03

.43.

,46

3.78

11.92

1.49 ,.01

9.60

.31

.55

1.20

.54

5.16

2.99

2.06

9.24

1.47

.37,.

,.36

2.91

-

.00

.01

.

.05

.03.

12.52

2.17

9,:90

.41
n

.41
,.

,

.99

:52

k
6.05 '

-3.18

2.25
?

9.90

1.79 ,

.39

.42

3.57

12.46'

1.98-

9.56

'-2.4.

:25
d

,69

v
±
642

,

6.14

Z .51 ':'°''

2.27

9.28,

1.71'

.41

.4.0

'..

.05

..,

1

,

I/

l'

.0

-,/

,

1. public,reipopse
opportuniti

2, prOcessq estions

3. proll4r qUestioL

4. Lice questions'

5. ,opinion questidn
f,,

6. 'preselect -pair

type 'of sele

7. preselect non-±patterned
iYpe,of Selection'

8. non-volunteer
selection/'

t,

9. volunteer type
ectionselection

10. call-ogt ty
selection

11. correct an

12. incorre t
v

13. "don't kno

14. no response

.
,,i '''

1). student-in
questions:

Y.
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Table 8 (cont.)

it

Variable
Subject Matter

Matll English

Means Means .2.

ObserVed Section
First' Second A x B
Means Means E. 2.

16. student- initiated
comments

17.' student;created work
contacts` which are
content related

,t

18. /student - created work
/

/ contacts, which are

'/ procedures related

19 ./ student-Created
contacts that are
personal

(:)." teacher- initiated
work contacts

21. teacher - initiated

. contacts which.,are
procedure related

22, social contacts that,
are teacher-iniLat-ed

23. social contacts that
are student-created

\
24. dyadic contacts'24., ,

25. behavi ral contacts

26.. academic raise .

1 \ ..

,

27. academic criticism

28.0u5taining feed,back
given wrong answers
in academic response
opportunities context '

29. -gusta.ilping feedback ,

, given "don't, know" or

no- response inacademic
response opportunities
col text

.../.

. 6

10.40

,

'59

it 1.16
,

3.40

1.80

.30

.92

t

44.93

5.26

1.85

4,

.57

.61

,21

.

1. 77

7.64

4.66

1.08

3.51

2.34

.35 (*-

1.09

41.41

5.26

1:82

.44

qt

.41.

.

.13

.01

.01

.

:Or'

.

=.04
7

.

1.66

9.55

4.21

1.22

,

3.64

2.06

.34_
.

1.05

46.00

5.80

1.83.

.50

,

.50

-1k-' 4

.

1.47

8.49

4.04

1.02

3.27

a
2.08

.32

.96

40.34,

4..72

1.84

.50

.5

.20

.

.

,

'.01

. .

.

.
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Table 8 (Cont.Y

Variable
Subject Matter

Math , English
Means Means

f

. Observed Section
First 'Second

Means' Means 2.

Ax B
2.

30.

.

.
,

31.

32.

33;

.

34.
..

,,

35,

S'6.
,

37.

.

.

38.

'

39.

.

.,.-

,total sustaining . ,.
.

feedback _ 1.94
,

.

.

. e.
Tublic and private _

-

mork contacts sought', 20'.70

by student . - .

.
,

student ini iations-'
.

4

evoking ne tive

teacher respOnse , .61
,

.

.

behaviofal criticism -

and threat ,
, '1.11

,

,

,

.

mild misbehaviors 3.52_
,

serious misbehaviors .1.07'
.

ieinforcing dyadic
contacts (e.g. in
'response opportunities ,

praise; SIC praise; .

CCC work aise;pr
' ,

persbnal grant; TAC .

work praise) . 2.69

.

.

.

aversive dyadic t

contact (e.g. academic
criticism response

.

opportunities; "asks other",
'personal not grants;
SIC7SIQ ignore not,
accept, criticism; .

.

behavioral contacts,
CCC criticism; TAC b,

\

criticism; social
te.a0er not accept) 7.64\

,
.

\

private student-created
contacts _ 16.06

private teacher= .

.
initiated contacts 5.51

,.

-..
.

.

.
.

1.26 .*

-

17.36

,

.

.52-

,
s

.97

3.86.

.9B
,

.

'

.2.66

,

.

._

.

7.12

\

14.48

. .

.,

, .

.b2

-

_

.

.

.

.

,

.

.

.

t

.

.

,

_

,

,'- '

-
.

.

.

'

1.61
,

,

2Q.22

.

.65

1.04'

4.00,

1.12

'

.,

,

2.71
.

,

.

8.08

.

16.03

6.04

-

-
.

. N

.

.

1.59

.

17.84
0

,

,

. ,

:

.48

.

1:04

.

%.3.38

.89

.

,
4. ', /.

. ,

.-
, -

2.64

_

.

1---,

.

6.68
.

(

14.51

.

5.67

.

.

., .

s

.05

,,..

1.02

.

.

,

43

,

.

.

,

.

,

,

',

1

.

..

.

.

.

t
1

1

,

,

,

''',

.1

.

.

.
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Table 8 (cont.)

' V °

. .. ,

Subject, Matter Observed Section
..)

Variable Math English First Second k-x B
Means Means .2. Means Means. 2. 2. )

A

TIME UTILIZATION
Rate of minutes in:

40. peer tutoring
%

.12 .10

41. teacher controlled
small group settings' ,J27 .17,

non-tenher,controlled
small grail, settings .31 .38'

43. at 'blackboard 1.63 .25

44.- individual Sestwork' 22.37 22.01

45.-4transitions 1.06 1.18

46. BS (off task chit-
chat) .74 .85

.

47. group discipline .69 .70

48. lecture'demonstratrbn 9.73 4.75
.

49.. class discussion 5.78 6.88

50. drill .59 .57

*. special activities

52. advance organizers

53. lost time

54. individual self-
paced work

55. Teacher being out
of the room

1.03 3.19

2.49 3.45

1.43 1.43

1.20 1.52

'.53. .70

56. testing time 2.22 2.93

57. other (unspecified) 1.81 3.95 1

58c. total teacher
controlled time 11.01 10.99

/ 4

.00

.00

.00

.00

.04

.00

Is

116

.11

.23

.33

1..08

22.81..

1.13

:80

.75

6.91 i--

.11

.20

.35

.80

22.58

.1.12

'.80

.64

.56

,

°

a

,;6;72- 5.94

.65 .51

1.94 2.28

2,96 2,.98

1.45 1.41

'1.45 1.27

.64

s' 2.32 2.,82

I..

2.82 2.94

10.99 11.00
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'able 9. TWO,Way Analyses of Variance betwee.ri,Subliat:Hatter
and Class Section using Mean Psbportions from,the A

Low Inference Observational Coding Systle

Variable/

.

Subject. Matter Observed Section
Math English 'First Second . A .x B4

Means Medns Means. Means .11,

Proportionof: '''

.
.

. .
.

1. response' opportunities
. . .

generated by process questions :17 .14 ; .15 .16 ' .

...

2. response opportunities . .
.

. .

generated by product questions .79 .78 .81 .77 .02
.

.

.

3. responseopportunities , , (

generated by choice questions ,03- ,.03 ,.02' , .03

.

, .

,
.

4. response opportunities .

genetated by opinion questions .01 .05 .00 .02 ,,,.' .05 .02 -.
.

,,.
. .

:

5. /Process questions which ,

. .

students

t

ents answered correctly .75 .81 .01 .78 .78 -
... .

'6. product questions which ,. - ,

students answered correctly .78' .82 .02 .$0' .80 .

* ,
,

.

.
7. choice questions which
sutdents answered correctly .85 .85 . -.88 .82

?

, .

8. opinion queStions which . .

students answered with "don't
.

. ,

.

know" or no response '- .03 .05 . .03 .05
....,"

.
.

. .
.

,

(
.

9. response opportunities .

.

given to students who wee ,

preselected in patte fled turns .03 .08 .01 .05 .06

_

10. response opportunities
.

given to students who were,, .
. .

preselected in non-patterned ,
.

turns .,
. .03 .04 .03 .04

0

11. response opportunities
which teacher gave to SP r

.-

non-vo nteers .46 .42 i,- _,46 ;42
-...

4

O

.3.

°



Table 5 (cont,)

ti

Variable.
Subject Aatter Observed Section

Math English First Second A x B
Means Means p Means Means p

- .

12. response opportunities
which teacher gave to ''

volunteers .21.
.

.

l3. response oppotunitl4es
which students,answered by
calling out .27

.
.

.

14: 'p'reselected, patterned
turn students who answered -..-'

correctly . .78

15. preselected, non - patterned'-

turn students wild answered ,

\
Correctly. .74 ,

. .

16. non-volunteers who
answered correctly .70

.volunteers who17,

.

answered correctly .83
.

18. call-out students
who answered correctly c .64

19. correct answers .77'.

20. incorrec answers .16

21. answers which were .

';,don't know" .03

22. answerps which were no
response .04

.

23. correct answers which
teacher plaised . Ikk .12

,-- 1.

,

24. correct answers after
which teacher'asked new
question .07 ,/

.

25."correct answers -after
oihiCh teacher asked non-
'academic question., .01

.

* .

-----

.

.25

.

.21

80 .

.77

.\72

.\

.84`\\
\

.80

.82

.12

.03

.03
.

(

.13

.

.07 :

.

.00

,

.

,,

\
\
\

\

.00

.00

.

.23

__.----1-22--
,

.

.

..82

.74
.

,

.70 4

.
.85

.85

\

.79

N13
,

.04\

.

. \

7 .03

.

,

.12
.

.

.07

.00

r

1 -

.12

.23

.25

.

,

_76

-

.76

.72

82

:---

.

1.1

4

.

.

'''

,

-5

,

.79

.79

.14

.03

\* .03

\.12"

.* 4

. 7*,:
.

,', .O1

.

-.

.16

.02

\

\.

.01

26. correct answers which
teacherteacher integrated into ,,

the class discussion ' .16 .11

118 -
.

\

44

4.

.te
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Table 9.(cOnt.),

.4

Variable
Subject Matter

'Math English
Means Means 2_

Observed Section
First Second A x113 .

Means Means 2_

27. correct answers-aft& \
which teacher gave no
feedback ilk

. .

28. correct answers after
Which teacher gave process
feedbAk .

.

29. -incorrect-answers which
teacher criticized -.

30. incorrect answers after
which teacher repe tea the
question

C ,

.31. incorrect answers after
which- teacher simplified

the question
f

32. incorrect answers after
which teacher asked a new
question . .

A

33. incorrect answers after
which teacher asked a non-
academic question

34.- incorrect.answers.which
teacher integrated into the
"class,discussion

35.- incorrect answers after
5hic4,.teacher gave no
feedb61,-, ,

36. incorrect answers after
\ tacit' teacher gave process
Ledback
\,

37.', incorrect answers. after
phich teacher gave the answer

\
1..38. in\correct answers after
which teacher asked another
studerr,6_\,

, .

,

39. incorrect answers after
which"another student
..called out the answer

\
Al

I

,04

:02

.11

,

.12

.

.05

.

.'02

.

.02

.

.01

.11

.18

.25

.05
,

'.02

.04

4,

02

.

.08

.

.11

.

.05

:.---.---03-

i

.02

.

.

.02

.10
.

.18

'

.

<."

.22

.08

.

/

,

.

0

-

.02

.04

.02

10
.

.12,

.

.05

.02

....

.

.02

.02

.10

.18'

.

.27

.

;06
.

I

.

.01

0

,

.04

.01

.09

-.11

.05'
,,-.

'D
.03

.01

.01

.10

.18

.

.21

At
.07

.04

.

.4

,

-

.

.

.
.

.

.

.

,

..

119



.Table'9 (cant.)

Variable
Subject Matter . Observed Section ,

Math .English First Second A x B
Means/ Means 2: Means Means '2. . P r

40. "don't know" and no
response answers which
teacher criticized

41. "don't know" and no
1 response answers after

which y..eacher rep eated the

question ..07 , .08

; 42. "don't know" and no
resposne answers after` which
teacher simplified the
question, .10 . .08

.

43. "don't know",and no
'response answers after which 1

teacher asked ..a estion ;04 .02

44. "don't know". and no

response answersjafter which
'teacher asked anon- academic
question

45._ '-'don't know" and no

-"response answers after which
teacher gave process feedback

/

46. "don't know" and no
response answers after which
teacher gave the answer

47%* "don't know" and no
response answers after which
teacher asked another student .47 :47,

.02 .03

. 04 .02

t
.09 s09

48. "don't know" and no
response answers after which
another student called out
.tie answer .09 .09

4%. process questions which
students answered incorrectly .17 .12

50. product queitions which
students answered ihcorreCtlY .15 .12

choice questions which -)
rs.

students answered incorrectly .13 .10

S

.04

.04 .02

.08 .07
,

.10 .09

.04 .03

,(

.02

.03 .03

.09 .09

.44 .49

.09 .09

.02 .14 .15

.02 .13 .14

.10 .12

ON,

k.vir*it



Table 9 (cant.)

Variable
Subject Matter

*Math English
Means Means a'

-Observed Section
First Second .A x'B

Means I Means 2_

52. Lprocess questions which .

'students answered with ,
., ,

,

"don!,p.know"f .1:14-04 ,-..04- .03
.

.

53: 'produr questions which -
,.

i .
.

..,),
.

.
s

stndents,a answered with -
, ,

"donit know"., .03 .03 .04 .03 .01 .

. .

-54. Ichoiee questions which ,

students,answered with . ,

"doleiCknow", ' .00
7

.03 .01 ..02
© r .,=4

55. process questions to ,/- -

which students gave no . .

,- <,

response answers .44 .03': .04 .04 . ',,

''

.
------t

56., product questions to
J'f,.,. -

1,.which students Saye_no . ,-1
A

response answers ' -.04 .03 -, .c.03" .04
. .

,.. .

.

57. choice questions to
,_

which students gave nb
.010i.response answer .02 ''.s- .03 .04

. . ,

58. preselected, (atterned
turn students who were asked .

.

product questions :02 .09 .00 .05 .06 '

, % - ,

59.- preselected,-non-patterned
,turn studentS who were,..asked

.

proess questions .04 .Q3 .03 .04
.

/ . A

11,

.

60. preselected, nDn- patterned ..,
turn students who were asked ,

..--'
product questions .03 .04 .04. , 03

. . ., ..

61. preselected, non-patterned .

. .

turn students whotwere asked 4 . .
choice .questions .06 .05 .05

.-
wr

, .

62. process questions
directed to non-volunteeis .43 .43 .45 .42, ......

,may<

63. .product questions
directed to non-volunteers .48 -A2-1,,-, . .46 :...43

,

64. choice questions .

. .

directed to non volunteers .45 .49 .50 .45

121 0

#

b



0

NailetAtt.

Table 9 (LIRrgitta...4.-.

Subject Matter'
Math English
Means 'Means p

Observed Section
rirst Second A x B
Means Means

2.

65. opinfon questions
directed-to non-volunteers

66. pt cess questions
direct d towoltnteerf

, .

67. roduct suestions
dire ted to volunt is

.

68. choice 'quest ons

dir cted to volunteers

6 . opinion question's

directed to volunteer's

/,

r-,-

76. process questions
answered by a student
calling out

71. product questions
answered by a student.
calling out

.

72. choice questions
answered by a student
calling out

.

. .

73. opinion questions
answered by a student
calling out

.

74. answers to process
questions which teacher
praised -

.

.

75 -. ,answers toproduct
qt.mstiOns Which teacher
praised

7e; answers to choice
que4tioni,which teacher

praised

77: answers to opinion
questions which-teacher

praised .

.

r

.

.

..,

.

.

.

.47

.32

.19

.

.14

.29

.19.

.28

.35

'

.24

, .

.15

. ,.

.09

.04

:03-

.

.

'.16

.28

.32

.25

.17

.28

.18
.

.21

.

.20

.39

.10

.08

.

.14

.

.

..

,

-...02

.

°

.

.

.

A

1,

.

.43

.32

.22

.14 .

.22

.

.18

.24

.

.

.28

.34

.

.16.

f

:-10'

105
.

.

.07

.

.

.

.

.32

.32

.22

.

.17

.35

.19-
.

.

.25

.

.27

-

.29

.15

.09

.0T

.10

:.:

.

,

.

.

..

.

.

.

...

.

.

.

.

;-:

122

1'

*
.



M

Table 9 (cont.)

Variable
Subject Matter,

Math' English
Means Means, .2.

Observed Section
FirSt Second A lc grs

Means Means P P
78. -answers to process'

questions which teacher
criticized

79. answers to product
questions which teacher

.

criticized .

...

80. process questions
after which teacher
repeated the question

$1. product questions
after which teacher

'repeated'the question

82. choice questions
after which teacher
repeated the question

-83. process questions
after which teacher
simplified the question,

lir
84. product quescions
after which teacher
simplified the question

.

85. choice questions
after which teacher
simplified the question

g: proces6 questions
after which teacher asked
a new question

. :,

87. product questions .

gfter which teacher asked
a new question ,

.

88% choice ques ons

after which to cher
asked a new qu stion

.

89. opigi questions
after whic teacher asked

a n stion

.:.

..

.

-.

',01

''

- ,

!> ,

a.-

,

.

.01

.01

.4,-

.D2

.02

.03

.03

.01

.

.09

.06

-.

.11-

.

.04'

.

:

.00

.00

.01

.02

.

.01

.01

.

.02

.03

.,07

.06

.

.05

.-

.06
.

.

.

.,

.01

.02

.....

.

.

01

.01

-

.01'.

.

41

.02

.01

.02

,

.

.03

,..02
..>

-

"'.68

_....06.

.

-

.07,

.04

.

.._

.00

.00

.

.02

.

.

.02

.

.01

.02

,

.

.02
....

.02

.

.08

.

.06

.09

.05

,

.

.

.

.

.

.

,

123

Q
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Table 9 (cont.)

Variable Q
Subject Matter Observed Section

Math English - Second
Means Means p Means Means 2.

A x 13

2.

90. -process quest 4
e

after Whi teacher asked
a non-academic stibn

91.- product questions
after which teacher asked
a non-academic-question

92. answers' to process
questiOs Which teacher
integrated into the
class` discussion

.

.

93. answers to product
questions which teacher
integrated' into the class

-
discussion '

94. atiswers to choice

questions which teacher
integrated into the
class discussion .

o

95. answers to opinion
questions which teacher ..

integrated ed into the

class discussion

.

96. process questions
after which teacher gave
no feedback

..

,
.

97. product question '

after which teacher gav

no feedback

-1P8... process- question
after whigh teacher gave

`process feedback

',99. Obduct questions
after which teacher gave
.,process feedback

ip0. choice questions
.

after which teacher gave
process feedback

.
Y

,

.

,

,

.01

.01

.13'

'

.12

.

.

.25

.

.11

.01

,

.41

. ,

.09

.04

,

. 8

i

.

.

.01

. .

.

.01

.15

,

.08

,

.14

4

.08

.02

.02"

.1a
,

.04 ,

.05

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

I

.

-

.

.

.01

.01

.15

.,08

.

,.'

.20:
../. ,

.

.10

.,

.02

.02
s

. '

.11

.04

..06

.

.01

.01
.

.13

.

2

°.

...'8

,..,\.

%.

:09
,

.01

.

.01

.08
/

.0A"

.

.07_

.

.

.

.

.01

1

.

.

.

: ,

,

.

.

.

..

.

.

.

'6

-r



Table 9 (cont.)

Variable
Subject Matter Observed Section

Math English First Second A x B
Mea'ns Means 2_ Means Means 2.

.14. -opiniOn questions
after which teacher gave
process feedback

102. process questions
-after which teacher gave
the answer ,

.

103. ,product questitins

after which teacher
gave the answer

.

.

104. choice questions
'after which teacher gave
the answer

105. .process questions

after which teacher asked
another student

106. product cfuestions after

which teacher asked,another
student .t.'" _

107: choice questions.after
which- teacher asked another
student

108. proCess questions
after which another student
called out the answer

. .

109.- product questions
.

after which another student
called out the answer

.

110. choice queitt stions after

which another student called
out the answer

,...,

_ .

111. preselected, patterned
turn students who answered
'incorrectly :

- .
.

s112. preselected, non - patter -

neCturn students who answered
'incorrectly" ,' :

08 .06

.03 .02

'el:,

., --.4.'

.03 .03

,k,

..04 .04

.O9 .07,

.

_

.08 :06

.

.03 .05

.01 .01

.

.02 .01

.00 .02

.

.18 . 5

.16 Ill

. .

.03

,

.

,

>10
-

.03

.03

'

.04

_

N.--08

.07

.

''.03-

.01

.01

.01

.14

.

..14

.--

.

.

--.7:

`-

.

,

-1".

-..

--...

-.

.03.

.02

.

.03

,

.04

.08'

.
I

.04

.

.01

-.02

.01

,

.19

.12

.

.

,

.

.1

,

.

.

.

4
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Table 9 (cont.)

Variable
Subject Matter

Math -English
Means Means 2_

Observed Section
First Secohd A x B
Means Means 41

.
.

113. non-Volunteers who
answered incorrectly

.

114. volunteers who
answered incorrectly

115. call-out'students
who answered incorrectly

116. preselected, patterned
turn students who answered
with "don't know"

117. preselec d, hon-
patterned turn studeçts who
answered with "don't now"

118. non-volunte s who'
answered with "glon t know"

119. volunteers who
answered with "don't know':

1120. preselected, patterned
turn students who gave no
.response answers

121. 'preselected, non-
patterned turn ,students who
gave no responseanstwers

122. non-volunteers who
gavedo response answers

123. preseldcted, patterned
.turn students whom teacher
praised

124., preselected, non-
patterned turnstudents whom
teacher praised.,

125. non-volunteers whom
teacher praised

_

,126. volunteers whom
teacher praised

,

.-

,

.

'.1.6.

.

_

'.15

.14 .

,03.-

,

.06'

.01.*

.00

)

.01

.05

.07

.15

.18

.08

.11

,

.12

.10,

.

.

.11

.02

.05

.06

.00

.01

.04

.07

---

.14

.15

.09

.13

.

:

.02

.

.

.

,

.13

.

.12

:
.

_.12

.

.02

.

.07

.

.08

.00

,

.01

.04

,

.07

t

.20

.14

.08
.

.

.12

,

.1,4

.

.13

,

.14.

:03

I

.05

.05

.01

.01

, .04

.07

.10

.19

,

.09

.

.12

.

.

.

.00

.
.

*

.

.

.

4

f.03

.

.

.03

,

,

--

r
(

12 6-



Table 9(-6ont.)

Variable
S bject Matter

Math. English
Means Means .2.

ObserVed Section
First Second
Means Means 2.

A x\B

P.
.

127. call -out students /
whom teacher praised

.

.

128. non-volunteers whom
teacher criticized

129. call-out students
whom teacher criticized ,

. .' '

-..... .

130. preselected, patterhed
turn students for whom .

teacher repeated the question

4

131. preselected, non-
pattprned turn students for
whom teacher repeated the
question

. .

132. non-volunteers for
whom teacher repeated the
question ,

.

133, volunteers for whom
teacher repeated the
question

>

134.' call-out students for
whom teacher repeated the
question

.

.
-

135. Preselected, paAerned
turn students for.whom
teacher simplified the
question .

.. ,
.

. .

136. preselected, non-
patterned turn student for
whom teacher simplified the
question

.

137. non-volunteers for
whom teacher simplified'

the question

138. volunteers for
'whom teacher simplified
the question

, / .

.09

.01

.

.01,,
.

.01

.02

.

,

.03

.

.

.04

.03.

.04

.

.02

.

..

11

.

.01
.

...._

.02

.02

.

.01

.01

. . .

.

.01

.03

.03

.01/

,

. 4°

*

.03

.05

:05

.

.

.

,

.

.11

.

,.01

'

.01
/

,,,

.01

.02

,

.02

.01

l`.--

,

.01
...

-

.03

.

.03

.01

'.01

-

/

.

.09.
.

.01

.02

:02

t

.0

.02

o .

.04

.03

,.

.03

.

.01
.

.

.

,.

.05

.--

4 1

;

.

.

,

.

.

.

,

i

.

.

.

,

127



. Table 9 (cont.)

Variable'
Subject Matter

Math EngliSh
Means Means .2.

Obs ved Section
First Second
Means Means 2,

139. call -out students
for whom teacher
simplified the question

, .

140. pteselected, pattern-
ed turn students whom
teacher asked new questions

.

_

`141.1 preselected, non-
pattern:L:4 turn students '

whom teacher asked new
questions

.

'.01

.

.01

.07

..

.11

.08

.07

.04

..01

,

.01

.01

.02

.

,

,

.01

.05

.10

.08

.06

.04

.01:

.01

.01

.00

.05

.

.

,

..
-

.

.-

.,

'

.

.

,

.

. 4' -r,

.

.

.

-

.

.01

.03

_-

.07

.a

.06

04

.01

.01

14,

.01

.00

.02

.

.

.

.

.

.01

.0§'

.
.

.14

.08

.06

,

.04

.

.01

.01

.01

.01

.06

.

4

.

4

r

.

,

,

.

-

\

,

.

.

r.
,.

142: non-volunteers
whom teacher asked new
questions

.]43. volunteers whom
teacher asked new
question,

.
,

144. call-out students
whom teacher asked new'
questions :

145. preselected,
patterned-turn students
whom teacher gave non-
academic feedback

.

. .
N

146. non-volunteers whom
teacher gave non-academic
feedback

147. volunteers whom
teacher gave non-academic
feedback

148. call -out students

whom teacher gave non-
academic feedback

'

149. preselected, pattern-'
ed turn students whos*e
answers teacher integrated
into the class discussion

- .

,

128
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Table 9 (cont.)

Variable
Subject Matter

Math English
Means Means p_

Obs rued Section
First Second A x B
Means Means - p.

150. preselected,

,

non-
patterned turn students
whose answers teacher ante-
grated Into the class

_.,....

.

\
,

, .

discussion .13 .16 .14 .

i

151. non-volunteers'whose
answers teacher integrated ..

. ,

into the class discussion .09 9 .08 .11 .02

, .

152. volunteers whose .

answers teacher iffetgrated
-

'into the class discussion .14 .12 .10 16 .01

153. ,tall-out students
whose answers teacher
integrated into the
class discussion

y
.17 .14

,

.14 .17.

..r-

.
.

154. non-volunteers whom
'7).01

.

teacher gave no feedback .01 .02 .02
.

.

p
.

1

155. volunteers whom r

r

teacher gave no feedback .01 .01 .01 .01

,

-

156. call-out students .
,

,

whom teacher gave no feedback .01 .01 .01 .02 4

.

157. preselected, patterned
turn.students whom teacher

1

.

.

gate process feedback .02 .01 .02 .01

158. preselected, non
patterned turn students whom .

.

teacher gave process feedback 05 '.03 .95 .04 r

.

159. non-volunteers whom 1 .

teacher gave process feedback .05 .05 .05 .05 '

160. volunteers whom teacher
'gave process feedback .06 .06 .07 .05 .01 .03

61, call-out stucients /
,

whom teacher gave proce s
.

, ,

feedback .06 .05. .05 .06
.

,

162e preselected, patterned . .

turn students whom teacher
gavd fhe answer .03 .03 .0i .03

129



Table 9 (c'ont.)-

Variable
Subject flatter

Math Engl h

Means Means 2_

Observed Sectiori
First Second A x B
Means Means-

. .
)

.

.

163. preselected, non- ..

-patterned turn students
whom teacher gave the -

,

answer .04

.

.03

.

.0a

- ,'

.

,.04

164. non-volunteers whom ,\
teacher gave the answer -.04 .03 .04 .04

165.' volunteers whom
teacher gave the answer .03 .02 .02 . .03

.

.

,
.

166. call-out students
whom teacher gave the .

answer .03 .03 .03 .03

167. preselected, patterned , -

turn students whose turns
teacher terminated by asking
another student .11 .05 .09' .08 .

.

.

.

168. preselected, non-
.

patterned turil studerpts whose
turns teacher terminated by

.

.. ,

asking another student .11

.

169. non-volunteers whose .

.04 .00 ..p7 .aT

.

.

w

turns teacher terminated by
-,

. -
asking another studept 12 .09 ..02. .11 .10

_

)

-170: volunteers whose turns .

teacher terminated by asking

);05 .03 .04 .04ranother.student
':,?-4,...1....... .

'17f.. call-out students
whose turns teacher terminated

,

. .

by asking another student .02 .01 .04 'Al. .02
i

, . .

172. non-volunteers whose .
..

turns another student termi- .

nated by calling out .02 .02 , x'.02°.02 %- .02, ..

173.: volunteers, whose, turns

-another student terminated by . -

calling out .01 .01 .01 .01 , .

174. c 1-ar eout students whos

.

.- -

),

turns another student terminat-
ed by calling out .02 .02 .01 .02

130
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Table 9 (cOnt.)

*Variable
tr

Subject Matter
Math English
Means Means P.

Observed Section
First Second

Means Means

A x B,

P.

.

.

175. correct answers
given by preselected,
patteried turn students

176. correct answers
given by prselectecl, non-
patterned turn students

.. .

177.( correct answers given

by non - volunteers

.178. correct answers given

by volunteers '

0
.

.'
.179. correct answers given

by students who called out

180. incorrect answers given

by preelected, patterned
turn students

181. incorrect answers given

by preselected, non-patterned
turn students

182. incorrect answers

given by non-volunteers
.

183. incorrect answers
given by volunteers

.

184. incorrect answers

given by students who
called out

I

185. "don't know'l and sno

response answers given by
preselected, patterned turn

students
.

186. "don't know" and no
response answers given by
preselected, non-patterned

turn students ,

187. "don't know" and no
,

response answers given by

non-volunteers

.

.02 .d'9

.03 .04

.43 .39

.23 .27

.29. #.21

.03 .08

.03 .04

.49 .45

.21 .22

,

.25 .22

,

.

.03 .06

,

,

.06 .05

.
. .

.89 .86

.00

.

.04

.

.02

.

.

.

.

.05

'.03

.42

.25

.24

;

.04

,

.04

.50

,21

..;2

,

.02
...

.06

.89

.

e

'

.06

.Q3

,,40

.25.,).

.26

.06

.03

.43

.22

.25

.06

.05

.85

,
1

11.

::

,

,
4i..

-

..

:03

.

1,":

.

.

.

.

4

.

.

, .

131
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lable 9 (cont.)

Variable

O

Sdbject Matter
Math English
Means Means 2.

Observed Section
.First Second
Means Means 2.

A x B

2.

.,
188. incorrect answers
after which teacher gaffe
sustaining feedback. ' .,28'

.
.

189. "don't know''.and no ,

response answers aster which
teacher gave sustaining
feedback k,

.2'

190. all response oppor-
tunities after which teacher
gave sustaining feedback

Student Initiated:

,

.

.

.22

.1,2

.

'.74

26

.60

.56

,

.01

.01

.01

.40

.

13

.24

.18

.

* ')

.10

.63

.

.37

.67

.62

.

.01.

.02

.01

.52

.

.06

.00

.00

, ,

.01

.0C

c ,

:27

..

IC .

.22

.11

4
.

. .68,

.

.32 ,

.62

.

,

.25

,

.

.

.

.18

.11

.69

.31

.65

.

191. questions and comments
which were questions

192. questions and comments
which were comments ,

..e

193. questions which were
called -out '

194. called-out questions
Which were relevant,

195% relevant qu,estions
which were called:-out and
criticized .."

.

196. relevant qUestions
which were called-out and
ignored .

.

197. relevant questions which
were called-out and not
accepted

.

.

19r8. relevant questions which
were called-outand given
feedback 4*

. .

199. relevant questions which
were called-out and given
process feedback'

..58

.01

_ '

.01

,

.45

---

.10

.59

.

.01

.02

.01

t.

.47

,

.09

,

132
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Table 9. (cont.)

Variable
Subject Matter

Math English
Means Means

.2.

Observed Section
Eirst Second A x B
Means Means 2.

2.

.

.

200. relevant questions
which were c led-out and ,

.integrated int the class - .
..

'discussion ... .03 ,01 .02 .02 .02 ,04
. .

201., called-out questions
which.were irrelevant .05 .05 .04 ,.05 .03

..

.

202. irrelevant questions
which were called-out and

,

ignored p. .01 .01 .01 .01

203. irrelevant questions . ,

..._

which were called-out and
40 .01 .01 . .01 .01 . .01not accepted _

.
.

204. irrelevant questions
which were called-out and
given feedback\ .03 .03 .02 .03

/
....

265. questions .which were
not called-out : .

.40 .33 .38 .35.
4.1

.;266. questions which
.,-

.39 .32 .36 .34were relevant ,

........

,.

207. relevant questions
which were not accepted .01 , .00 .91 .00 .00

.o. .

208.
.

8. relevant 'q'uestions

which were given feedback ' .25 .26 , .26, .25

Ai

209. felevant questions.
which were given process
feedback .13 .05 .00 .10 ..08

.
.

210. relevant questions
which were,redirected .00 -,, .01 .01 , .01 .05

. .

, 1 ,

211. relevent.questions -,,
.

,

integrated into the class
discussion . ,

02 , .01 .01 .01 .01
.

< .

. .
.

.

212. questions which .

were irrelevant . .01 .02 .01 , . .01
.

.

,

213. irrelevant questions - ,,
which were given feedback _ .01 .61 ).01 , .01

.

133
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Table 9 (cont.)

Variable
Subject' Matter

Math English
Means Means a

Obsented Section.
First Second A x B
Meind Means a 2_

. .

214. comments which
were called-out
,

.

215. relevant comments
which were called-out

216.- relevant comments
which were called -out and
given praise

'.

217. relevant comments.
which were called-olit and
given ctiticism

218. relevant comments
which were called-out and
ignored

219.1 relevant' comments'
which were,called.-out and

not accepted
.

220. relevant comments
which were called-out and
given feedback:
,

.

221, relevant comments
which were called-out and
given rocess fee ck

.

'.

..73

.53 -

-..-.02

.01

..05-

.

.02

.7-

-'

` .08

-.02

.20.

.01

Ae.

.09

.

t.

4'

,

.72

.54

.02

.

.01

..03

.

.02

.45

.04

.02

.

.18

.01
s

.

.08

0

.01

.

.74_

.56

.02

.01

.

.03

.02

.

.42

.07

'.03

.

.18

. .01

.

x.07,'

. 1

.

'.

.

.

.

.71

.52

.02

.01

.05

,

. 2

.

3

.40

...
_

.04

.02

--
.

.20

,

.01

.09",

.

.

.

.

.02
0.

..

-

..e-

.

.02

.

.03

ec

.

222. relevant comment
which were called-out a d
integrated into the clas
discussion

.

223. irrelevant cowmen
which were called-out

. .

224. irrelevant comments
which were called -out and
criticized
.

225._ irrelevant comments
which were called-out and
ighored ;

.
.

.

134
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Table9 ,(cont.)

A.

Variable
Subject Matter

Math Englfsh
Means Means 2.

'Observed Section
First :Second A x B
Means Means 11 2.

(.. ,... 4
226. irrelevant comments
which were called-out and
not accepted .03

_

22,7,E it elevant comments
which w. re called-out and
given eedback - .08

228. relevant comments
which were not called-but -.22

229. relevant comments ,

which were not called=out
.and-were given praise* 03

2340,,o relevant comments

which were not called-but ,

and were given.feedback .17

- .

231. relevant comments which'
were not-called7out and were
given protegs feedbick .03

232. relevant comments which
were not called-out and which
were integrated into the
class discussion .01

233.. .irrelevant comments,which
were not called-out and were
ignored .02

234. irrelevant comments which
were not. called -out and were

not accepted .02

\

235. irrelevant comments which
were not called-out and were
given feedback .02

1

236. questions and comments
which were praised .01

.

237. questions and co ents
0

which Were criticized .01

414

,

'

i

,

.03
.

.

.

.06

,

.25

.

.02

s

.20

-.04

0 .03

.

.01

.01 ,

415

:02

.01

.01

A

$.

p

.

-

.

.

.03

.07

.23

-

..02

.

"

.18-

.03

.02

0, -*

.02

.

.01

.01
. o

,
.01

r

.01

.

.

I

/

.03

.07

.24

.02,

.19

.04

..p2

.01

.

.02

.

.02

.01

.
. .

.01

.

0

,

. .

.

,

.

-

-,

.

.05

.

.

-
. .

a

-

-

i

I.

185
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Table 9 (cont.)

Variable
Subject Matter

Math English
Means Means P.

'Observed Section
Second - Ax8
Means 2.

First
Means

,
.

Student Created:
.

. 4

:

.

.23

'

a

.02

.

.01

.

.55

,t44

.02'1

-
.10

'

.+' .

:.47

.

:47 .

:

..07

,

.69

...04

,

.25-

'

-

.

'.

.

.51

.33

.

.03 _

.01

:4

.65

.

.33

.01,-,

.

,

.63
,

,

.30

- ,

.08'

.75
.

.0/

d

.18

f

.

.00

.00

.

-

,

.01

.01

.00
,

.00

. '

.02

..,

-,-

.

_

- N

.

,

.45

.57

.29

.

:58

.41

.

.01

.53
.

.39

_

.07

.76

.06

.17

.

.59'

.27

.02

.01

.62

.

.36

.

.02

.57
.

.

.38

.08

.68

,R....s

.07

.25"

.03

.02

.

.04

'

.00

.00

. .

.02

.

.02

.

.62

c

.02

.1)1/

238. -contacts which
related to academic
content .

. ,

239. contacts which A
related tolclassroom
procedure .

. 4

.
240. academic related

,

contadts which were
given praise

241. academic related
contacts which were
given criticism'

J.

242. academic related
.contacts which involved
brief teacher contact

2.41: academic related.

contact's which involved
long teachercontact
.- ,

244.' academic related
contacts in which teacher
delayed'.dontact..

245. academic related .

contacts which were giyen
feedback

-,.
.

246.'4 aCademio-related '

contacts which were -

given process ftedback:

, ,
.

247. -contacts which
tnvolved personal-reqUests

,

248. personal contacts
wtich teadher granted 2

.

.-

249. personal contacts
which teacher dalayed

...-

250. personal-contacts
which teacher did not grant

1'3 6
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Table 9 (cent.

'variable
Sub3ect Matter

Math English
Means- Means

6

Observed Section
First Sedond A x B.

_Means Means 2.

251. academic related
contacts given brief
feedback

252. academic related
contacts given brief',
ptocess feedback. .

,

253. academic related
contacts giyen long k

-

feedback

. .

,

254. academic related ''

contacts given long'
process feedback

,

Teacher Initiated: ,,

,

')

.,

........

.,

:45

:08

.02

.

.39

.

.60

.03

.,

'`

,

-

,

2

1/4,

.59

.03

,

.03

.27

.51

.06

.08

4

.58,,

4 ),:c

,.28 ,,

.14,,

.59

.22

.00

.00

,

.00

.

.03

-')
.03,

'...-

1,,

.

,

.50

.

.

03
I ,

.34

."
'

,

'05

.08

.56

-.30

NI

,

.14

.56

,23

'

.54

.06
.

'.03

.-32,

-

.

.

.55

.04

.07,

i,

.55

'49

.

.16,

.54

.

.26

.03

.

...

.

..

.

,
,,,

, ,

.

,

.

/
.

.01

.

,

',',!/

,

-,..

/

,.

255. contacts which
rel4ted to academic
'content 1

. ,

256. academic related,
contacts which' involved

praise
,

257. academic related
contacts which involved
criticism ''', .

.

258: academic related lk
contacts which,were
brief

, ,

259.' academic

contacts 'which Were long'
,

-
.260. \acadeic related ,

contacts in which teacher
obierved4Student

.,

16):. ' academic related
-._

eonacts which involved
,-feedback ,

'-..-

-

162. 'acade6ic related-

'eonxacts wIlich\involved
..-

-process:feedbatk ' '\-

,

,

,'

.07

.53

--,
,

.31

.

.16

.51

.27

137'
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Table 9 (cant.)

,.... .....

. °Variable
Subject'Mattet Observed Section.

Math English First Second' A x B
Means Means 2. Means Means 2. 2.

-

263. academic related
contacts which involved
brief feedback

264: academic related
contacts which involved
brief process feedback

265. academic, related

contacts which involved'
-ldng feedback

.
.

266:--academic 'related
' contacts which involved
long process feedback ,

267. contacts which .

related to classroom
procedure

Behavi,A Related Coetacts
.

268. misbehaviors to
which teacher responded
b.ut which coder did not
obseve %

269. nondisruptivi,
misbehaviors (daydreaining,
-wasting time)

.
.

270. misbehaviors' in

Which stfident socialized
with others
.

. .

271. misbehaviors which
Involvedbeing.late to ...

class

272. disruptive misr
behaviprs 1

273. misbehaviors in
which student sassed
or defied -teacher .

1 .

. ").

.47

,

.03

.04

. .

!.,

..24

.34

1

.01

.42

.34

.01

.10

4

.03

.

.54,

.

.

.01

.
.

.05

.20

.42

',01

.40

0.39

.01

.11

,

.02

.

..

.03

.03

.

4

.

.

I-

.51

.02

.

.05

.

. .21

.39

.01

.39

.39

.01

.09

.

:

*,:02

1:'

'

.

-

,.

.51

.02

..04

.23

.38

,

.01

.43.

.
,

.33

.

f.

.01

.

.12

-

.03.

,

.,

.

.00

..01

.

t

e

77

138



Table 9 (cont.)

Variable .
Subject Matter

'Math'. English
Means Means

Observed Section
First, Second'

Means 1,1eans'

274, in
which student was ver-
bally aggressive, toward
teacher Or peers

275. misbehaviors in
whichsuidAnt was physi-
,cally aggressive toward .

teacher or peers, ..

..

276. 'misbehaviors iniir
4

which student left class
withotkt permission

.

277. misbehaviors Which
involved contraband items,
(knives, radios,- toys,' etc

278: misbehaviors'In
which student baited teacher

279. misbehaviors in
which student slept. in
class__

. .

o t

,280. miSbehaviors which
could-noi be classified
in the above

281. misbehaviOrs in
Which teacher intervened
nonverballym .

i.-
.

282. misbehaviors which
involved management -
request from teacher

283., misbehaviors which
involved management request
but which teacher directed

. to wrong'student'(target
error) - .

.-

, .

,

-f2s4. misbehaviors which
-invd1Ved management request
but in which eeacher de1ayed
acting (timing error)

.

.01

o

,

.01

.01

*.01,

.01-

.02

.02

.03

-

..

.63

-

.02

,

,03

.

.

.

'

.

.01

.00

.01

.

.01

.01

.01.

.

.04

.66

;01

;03

,

.

.04

,

,

,

.02

,

.

.

_

,

.01

.

'.01

.

.

\
.00

.

.01

.

:01

.02

.01

.

AA

.64

_,

.01

-.03 .

.

-

.01

. .

,.01

-.:

c$ ,O1
,

..

.

'.01

t., .01

-. :Or

'7'..02

=
....,:03

.65
as

-..

:$

.-.02

_

N
A4

,,...

.

...

.

.04

.

.02

.

,i4

.

.

,

.
4

.

.

-..

.05.

,i>

,
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Table 4 (cont.) f

.Variable
Subject Matter Observed Section

Math English First Second A x B
Means Means p Means Means 11

285. misbehaviord which
involved management request
and in which teacher
overreacted . 01 .00

286. misbehaviors which
teacher criticized .13, .13

287. misbehaviors in
.which teacher criticized
wrong student (target
error)

288. misbehaViors in
which" teacher delayed
criticizing (timing error)

.00

. 01 .01

289. misbehaviors in
which teacher overreacted
with criticism ..01 .01

290. misb ehaviors in
which teacher threatened'
stUdent

291. misbehaviors ins
which' teacher delayed
'threatening -(timing error)

292. misbehaviots in
which teacher overreacted
with threats

293. misbehaviors which,
involved management request
but which Coder did not
observe

294. misbehaviors which
teacher criticized but which
coder did not observe

295. mild misbehaviors in
which teacher intervened
nonverbally

. 05 .05

.00 ..00

.00 .01

-:32

.48 .19

. 02 .04

14,0

;00

""-

.01

.Q2

. 00 .00

. 01 .01

.01

.05 .05

.00 .01

. 00 .00

.50 .55

. 45 .22

.04-
1
.03

. 01

. 05

4,4%



Table'9 (cont.)

Variable
Subject Matter

Math English .

Means Means Np

.Observed Section
First Second
Means' Means p

A x B

296. id Misbehaviors.
which in lved management
request from teacher 179

0

297. mild misbehaviors
which teacher Cliititized .14

298. mild misbehaviors
in which teacher threatened.
stqident ' .03

299. misbehaviors in which
student socialized with .

others and in which teacher
intervened.nonverbally .04

.

300. misbehaviors in which
student socialized with others
and which involved management
relly.est .73

301. misbehaviors in which
student sOcialiZed wi,th others

and which teacher criticized .15

302. misbehaviors in 'which
student SOialized with others
and in which teacher threatened
student .

.07

.

363. tardiness which involved :

management request .68

.

304. tardines which teacher
cirticized .13

305. disruptive misbehaviors .

in which teacher intervened
nonverbally .05

.

306. disruptive misbehaviors
which involved management
request .53

307. disruptive misbhea)iort
which teacher criticized :25

.

.

,

,

'

.

0

'

.79

.13

.04

.

%05

,

:74
.

.

4

.14
.

.

.07-
,

775

.24

.04

.55 ,

.24
.

.

.

*

.

a

'

,

s .77

:16

.03

.

.05

.71

.17

.

-.07

.80

.18

.06

.55

.28

,

,

'

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

-.

.

.

,

,

...

_

.82

.11

.04

.

,05

04

.76

.11

..

.07

.63

-.

.

.20
*

,

.04

.

.

.54

.21

..01

..

.00

.

. .

.02

.

.

.

.

.

..

.01

.

.

*04

.

.
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Table 9 (cont.)

variable
. Subject Matter , Observed Sectiqn
Math English First Second A x B
Mean's Means .2. "'Means Means .2. 2

308. disruptive misbe-

haviors in which teacher
threatened student. .06

,...

,

309. Misbehaviors in
which student sassed or
defied teacherand which , .

involved idnagement request. .42

, .

310. misbehaviors, in-which.
student sasses or ,defied
teacher and-which teacher
criticized - .22

311. misbehaiiiors in

whidh s&ident sas§ed or defied
teacher and in which teaCher.
threatenedstudeht - .10

312. misbehaviors in which
studen s verbally aggressive
and.which volved management
..request .

.39

313. misbeha;ifors in which
student was physically
aggressive and,which involved

.
management relluest i ' .52

00

'misbehaviorsmisbehaviors in Which ' -
student was physics/11y

-11turessive and whidh teacher
crticized .20

315, misbehaviors in which
.student left elass withqut
permission aid which'involved ,

'managemeht- request .58
.,

=4,,,rt,,,

316. mi'sbeha'vios which
involved contraband items

.and which involved manage -:-

tent request '6

'317.. misbehaviors which
involved contraband items
and in which teacher threat-
ened student

,,
, .12

.

.

i

.

.08

,

.55

.13

.10

.

.53 ,

,

.47

0

.11

.57

.

.75

.07

b'

i

:

--

.

.

.

.

4

,

.

.

----

.07

1.51

.23

.

.08

'

.41

.

.41

.22,

.7'0

.

,70

.

,

:15

'--

.

.

.

.

4

.08

.

'.46

.13

.12

.

.50

.58

.09

,46

.

.0

.

,l

.

'

....

,

.

, .

,

t

.

.

-1

;

142

a



V

Table 9 (cont.)*

Variable
Subject Matter

Math English
Means Means p

Observed Section
First Second x B
Means Means 2.

2.

318. misbehaviors in which
studant,baited teacher and
which involved management
request

319. miscellaneous mis-
behaviors (not in the above
Categories) which involved
management requests

. .

320. miscellaneous mis-
behaviors (not in the
above categories) which
teacher criticized

_

321. misbehaviors which
involved managementrequests '.69

.

322. mishehaviOrs which
__

teacher criticized
'.-.,

323. Misbehaviors in which
teacher threatehed stwient

.

,

ch324. misbehaviors in which
teacher acted without target
or timing .error .

.

325.
.

misbehaliiorn*Which
teacher acted with targere°
error ,

326. 'misbehaviors in which -

teacher acted with timing
error ,

o .

327. misbehaViors in which
teacher overreacted .

°

328. mild misbehaviors which
involved management requests

329. mild misbehaviors which
teacher criticized

.

330, serious misbehaviors'

which involved management
request's T , ,

---

.43

.59

.22

.16

.06

.84

1

.02
,

.05

.02

.76

.20

.50

-.

.48

.

.34

.

.46

.71
. .

, .

.15

.06

''

.88

.

.02
.

.04

N

.02

, -

.765T

.19
.

.

l' . 50

.

.

.

I

.

.

.

r

.322,

.39

.

.37

.68

.17

.

.06

.

:87
,

.

.02

.04

.01

.

.74
k

.
.22

.

,

:51

.60

y-

.53

.

.31

.71

.13

.

.06

.

..84

.02 .

.

.

.05

-.02.

.78
.

.

.17

..50

\
.

...,

.03

'

.02

.02

.

,

.03

.02

_ .,

'

,

,

.

.

%

'

.

.

.
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Table 9 (cont.).:

Variable
Subject flatter

Math English
Means Means

P.

Observed Sectipti

First Second Ax a
Means Means 2. , .2.

,

.

.

331.' serious misbe-
haViors which teacher
criticized

332. mild misbehaviors
in which teacher acted
without target Or timing
error

,
.

333..' mild misbehaviors
in which teacher acted with
)arget error '

334. mild misbehaviors
in which teacher'acted with
timing.erior

.

335. mild misbehaviors in
which teacher overreacted

4
.

336. serious misbehaviors
in which teacher acted
withbux.target or timing
error '

.

e '
337. serious misbehaviors
in which teacher acted/with"
target error /-

338. serious pisbeilaviars

in which teacher acted with
timing 'error , 1

339. serious misbehaviors
in ,which teacher'overreacted

1 .

Social''Contacts:

.28,

%90

.03

.04°

.02

.68

.03

.11

.03

.26 14

.

.74

.92

.

.28

\

.92

.02

.04

.

%02

,

.

',77

.

- .02

.06

.

.0D

.

.25

.75

.94

.

.

.

..

.

.3,

.04

,

i

.

.30

.

. .93

.02

.03
.

.

.01
:.1;

.

.

.75

.03

.

.

-10

.00

.

.25

.75.

.93

.,

.

.

.

.27

,.89

.02

.05

N

.02

.70

.

.02

.07

.03

.7

:73

.93

.

.

.

..,

.00

.

.

.

0

%
.00

.03

,

i.

.

.

,

340.
i

.teacher-initiated con-
tacts whiN.were social'' .Y

341. student-created contacts
whichtwere social

. .

342. student-created, contacts,

which were social and which
teacher accepted

.

.
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Table 9 (c6fit.)

- .

Variable
Subject Matter

Math English
Means Means

ObserVed Section
First :.,,Second A. x B

Means Means 2 2_

343. student-created contacts
which were social and which
teacher did not accept .08

General:Categories $1
. 0

.06

..11

.00

.

.

:29

' t7

.04

Ab5 s"'

. .'34

-../"'..
.

.15

.12

.

.04

.

.49

.

.69

0
r

.03

.

.

.

lt-

,

.

v

.04

4.

.

-

..

./'

.

,

.07

.10

.01

,

.

.29

.

.07

.04

'

,36

'.14
,

.11

.03.

.50

'.

-%70

.

.

.b3

.

.07

.10

.01
.

.28'

.

.08
,

.

,,..-r, .

', .04

,-

= ,56

=, . ,

413
i.. ..,

. , '
4-.

p .."

.

.

.

:72
. -.

.

,

.03

,

,

,

.

.
::%

,

-

-.1

,
.

--,

,

7-

6

,..

c

--

.

4.

.

.
.

..

°

\
*Ai

sz,

.

.

i

.

'

0

.

.

i

.344. respopse opportunities
in which teacher praised .09

.

345: response opportunities
in which teacher criticized .01
-

346. dyadic contacts which ,

were response opportunities H28.
i

, (

,347. &dyadic 'contacts which
were student-initiated
questions . .08

.

348. d .. c contacts which
were Studen-initiated

-comments .03

349. dyadic .ontaCts which .

were student-4 eated ,.

(private) .37,

350. dyadic co tacts wherN
were teacher -1 vitiate
(private) .13

. '..'1,' \

-.351.. dyadic contac which
were behavior related Ill

, .
352.° dyadic contacts which
were social . .03!,

353. dyadic contacts which '

were 'private (not public) .50

.

.

'354. dyadic contacts.which
were ,private and whichwere
Student - created (excluding

social)
.

.73'

- .

'355--'contacts involving ,

academic content. which
were private and which
teacher 'praised r '. .02

,

a.
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Table 9 (cont.)

Variable
Subject Matter

Math English
Means Means 2.

Observed Section
First Second A x B
Means Means 2. 2.-

J

356. contacts involving

.

.

.

academic content which .

..

were private and which
,

:
.

.

teacher criticized .03 .03 .03 .03

. .

357. contacts which ..,

were private and which
involved academic. content .64 .52 00 ,..57

,

.59

.. . 4

-358. contacts which were
priVaie and which did not
involve academic content .36 .48 00 .43 .41

i
,4.

359. /student-created
contaCts which were

.

public ,
.24 ,____ .25 .24 .25 . .

. .. .

-360. teacher-initiated
contacts which were public .

(excluding behavioral
contacts) '.63

.

.62 .62 .63
4 #

61. student-created
contacts which were private
and which related to academic

.

content . .64 .51 .00 57 .59
.

362. student-created .

.contacts which werftprivate
and which related to classroom

.
,/

procedure ---\.
.86

,
.

.65 .65 .66 °

063. contacts involving
academic content in which
teacher gave process .

, .
.

feeaback .25
-..

..14 .00 .20 .20 .01

,.,

364.- teacher-initiated - . -

'contacts which were
behavior related , .44 '.44 .41 .47 .00

I. 4 6

4

4.

144004041s%i
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Table 10. Two-Way Analyses of Variance between Subject

Matter and Observed Section using Means from
Classroom Observation Scales (COS)1

Variable
Subject Matter Observed BIction

Math English First Second
Means Means p_ -Means Means

.P_

A x B

L High level of .-
3tudent attention ___

-
2.70.: 3.05 03 1791 2.84

.....---

alr---fet-1: initiated
.-

)roblem solving 1.01 .90 .88 1.02 .01 N

3. Pupil-to-pupil ._
Interaction ' 2.12 2.01 2.00 2:14 .03,

+. Teacher presentation of
academic information 1.06 .66 al .. .80 .92 .01 .02

,

5. Negative, affect
e

(teacher and students)% 1.10 .99 / .95 1.15 .01

4
5. Positive affect
(teacher) 1.64 1.92 1.73 1.83

,

*
7. Higher. cognitive revel .

student behavior 1.19 . 1.03 1.04 1.18 .03

AN
3. Passive 'pupil behavior .86 .65 .72 .79

.

....,/
.

). Cepvergent evaluative
iinteractions (teacher

)robes for right answer) 1.51 1.20 .04 1.35 1.36r.
LO. Teacher-task
)rientatton : ' 2.67 ' 2.74 2.71 2.70

,
El. Clarity of teacher
)resentations . 2.72 '2.92 2.84 2.80 .05

-

L2. Teacher enthusiasm 2.03 2.26 , 2.12 2.17

L3. Random questioning;
\ ,

.

memory questions; fact
related .83 .80 ;82 .81

-----

1

ese 147
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'Table '10 (cont.)

Variable
Subject Matter

Math, English
Means Means 2.

Observed-Set:ion,
First Second
Means Means 2.

,

14. Higher cognitive level
questions: slmthesis, 'why'

.

questions . .59 .55 .55 .59 .04 .03

.

15. Questions with .
A -

application to students'
personal lives; personal

. ,

questions .20 .40 .01 .27 .33 .04
,

16. Teacher positive affect; , .

teacher involvement 48.91 50.77 49.60 50.09
.

17. Poor classroom control 51.62 48.78 4846 52.15 .01
\ _ d

18. High level of teacher
-

questioning 52.10 48.38 50.77 49.72

19. Structured teaching;
directed activity 56.12 45 1 .01 50.63 51.01

.

= 68 (total)
'N = 29 (math)

.N = 39 (English)

r

I

ti
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Table 11. Two-Way Analyses of Variance between Subject Matter and
Observed Section using Means from Observer Ratings of-Students' Scale

N
I

Variable

ViSsis N

Subject Matter
Math English'
,Means Meansi

Observed Section
First Second A x B
Means Means,'" Q

'

Student :

L. is very outgoing
?xtroverted4

,

Z. is obedient, does nom
the teacher

3. is h hli confident
in academic work ,

4
+. has bad work habits,, .

short attention span, is
inprepared to respond

.

5. is constantly being
;

.

attended to by the teacher'

.

5. has sloppy appearance,
Is mussed with rujnpled or

soiled clothes
'4

7. is unnecessarily
acadefilically.dependent on ,

the teacher
. .

3. emotionally mature,
accepts responsibility
is self-reliant

L. is highig, motivated, eager.,

LO. is calm, relaxed, doesn't
Eidget.

11. is usually unhappy, \,.._ 4,

appears depressed, rarely
mailes'or laughs .

4.60
.

,

5.72

4.69

'2.14

.

.

3.93

-

2.14

2.92

537

4.88

1

5.24

3.17

4.57

5.80
,

4.83

2.53

.

3.87

.

1.89

2.7.7

5.62

4.91

5.36

2.83

.

,

0

.

. .

,

.02

.4.52

5.75

.

4.73

2.63

3.89

2.00

2':83

5.60.

4.92

.

5.28

3.06:

.

./

''

,

.4.s64,

.

5.77

s

4.78

2.63

3.90

2.03

4

2.87

5.59

4:87

. 3

2.92

.

.

.

,

,

'

.04

..

,

.

........i

. .

149
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Thble 11 (cont.)

L

Variable
Subject'Matter

Math English
Means .Means- p

Observed.Sectione
. First Second A x B

Meaxis Means. 11-2

.

. .,

't
(

12..is a good etudent,
does the work and gets
good grades

4°. 4.81--1."- 4.86
1

13. is physically. mature,

evidences obizious - -

ssecondary--sex charac- 1

t4ristics 4.64 4.88
..,.

14. lacks persistence, ,

.

tends pp give up on work 9.08 .2.97

.

.
15. participates in - --- ,
academic and *on-academic,- ---''--

,class activities 3.57 3.80

16. gets along ell with
peers, seems popular 4.60 4.66

.
,

17. gets. along well With
teacher.,.has positive
affective interactions 5.77 5.82

. .

18. is aggressive, has -

"chip on his shoulder" ,

engages in physical oi..,, ,

.

erbal'abuse of others 2.82,-- 2.0
. ).

1'9. is irresponsibledoesn't
.

turn in work on time, comes --

without supplies --- : 2.11 2.03
1 ,-

,
.

.20. continually talksto
.

neighbors, turns around ,

in hair-"to talk ' 4 . 3.61 3.57
.

,

/kb lacks cooperative
,-

ness, .

0
shows.-no desire to work with /

others, disagees,frequently . 2.09 .09
t

,

77'.
22. is aqiiihavibrprablen,
disrUpts clNss frevently,.- ./ ...---------,.ie
6 often reprimanded,-

criticized, 'etc.- 24 35 . 2.22

et . - , .

23. has athletic ability,
. 0--,.

,

is-,well caordinated-,, ,.

muscular-, etc. :.:;.-.' -4.83 74.93
ea- .

.
.

'

.

.

,

..

.

'

-.
4.85

4.73

3.01

,3.62

4.63

-.,

5.76

.

.

. 2.84

-.

2.11

.,--

X3.56

_

.

.

2.05;
.

2.28

'A.88
...*-

. .

. ,,

.

4.81

.

4.79

3.04

3.75

(\\4.,63

5.83

(

2.82,

' 2.04

7
.

.

3.62,

. .

C
,-

2.13

r

2.29

,
.

.-

4%88
.

.

,

,

-

,,

,

j-

-.

.

.

,

.

-

.

,:-

.

e

4,

,%4 %
; .14,5.
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Table 11 (cont.)

0

Variable
Subject Matter

Math* English
Means Means 2,

Observed Section
First Second B

Means Means p_ 2_

24.uses profanity often--at
least every few sentences

25. displays vademic.peer
leadership;Teeri see the
student as bright* -

.....

1ACIVI,I
is not Motivated or
.

interested and has bad
work habits

\ ,

FACTOR II
is outgoing' sociable,

happy; interacts with-
both teachers-and peers

.

FACTOR III .

is physically mature and
well coordinated:

FACTOR IV
has antisocial tendencies

4 .69
.., .

,

3.57.

,

50.47

0

.

49.67

A9.6

,

54.44

.

.50

4

.'3.50
.

4
1/49,78 '

-0

,50.30

t

50.32

49-.5Q3

'

,

lit

,

.st.

.

,

0

, 62
i4

'1

3,0

,

=

50.15

49:71

49Ar

'

50.16

.
.

.57

,

.-

3.61

is

.516w,.10

1

i
50.25

'49.96

0 .

49.86

.

.

0

0

.

.

. '

4.

.,

1N'= 68 '(total)

N = 29 (math.)

171 = 39 (English)

I

a

4

- .

'-t
k

-
,\

,

151. Ot.
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Table 12.. Two-Way Analyses of- Variance between Subject. Matte

Section using Means from Student' Ratings of T

/

nd Observed
ersl

Variable

Stuflent:

Subjeei Matter Observed Section
Math' English First Second A x B
Means' Means 2. Means Means 2.

- .

.thinks the teacher
knows the subject well

2. inks the teacher Js
alway well prepare4, and
organ]. d .

3.. -ihinks the eeAcher
/ enjoys teaching ;

4. thinks the teachdris
* intereqed in knowing
Atudents as weld. as"
teaching them

5. - feels

questions
help

comfOrible asking
or, asking for'

6. feelsComfortable about
going 'tbttle teacher with-
a peqonal problem

7: -feels- he/she has learned
a great deal in. the class :

8. has enj1oyed the clasS

,

would,Ask 'for this
.;eacher again. next year

FACTOR I

Generalized- Diking of
teadher

\'

.

A1 t
1

AI\

c

3.54 \ 3.55.

2.93 3.06

2-.98 3.11

2 :75

A)
2.76 2.85,

1.37. 1.70

3.03' 3.06

2.74

2.45 2.66

ry

1

.03

'152

3.56,

1

, 2;.98

-.3.10 2.98

-2.90 2.76

:

2.87 2.74
0

q

1:53

3:07 3.0S-

.7

2.80 r 2.71

2.5.9 2.52

50.32, 49.47'

4 f
f

"..
5

.01

03

.05

.t

4

tf

v%

.41,1. .
4 .
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Table 12. (cont.),

<

ariable
Subjec Matter ObserveirS

Math English, First °Second
Means Means , Means MO I

Fx B

2.

4---,........_

FACTOR II

Student view of teacher's'
cOmpi etency (females. only)

-.at...,

FACTOR-III. -

Student view of teteacher's`
-

competency (males only).
,

FACTOR IV ..

Favorable teacher/student

relahopship°.(females only)
-r

v ' . V

FACTOR V

Favorible teacher/student
relationship '(males. 6nly)

49.24

.2

49.61

49.14

49.08

.

50.09
.

50.20

.

50.58

50.85

-

'

.

.

49.84

4Q.94
'

.

50.23

0
.

50.62

'

',

49'449

49.86

.

409

.-

49.31

.

N.

b

.

.

.

1N = 68 (totzl)
N =129 (math).
'11 39 (EngliSh)

. f

, 1:

.

O

el

-s of '
k t f

i 5 3

%.

o.

5,

r

5.0
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Table 13. .Two-1,* Analyses of Variance betweenSubject Matter-
, and Observed Section using Means from Observer

Ratings of Teachers 'Scalesl

Variable/1h
C

Subject Matter ,

Math _English
tMeans

Means

Obgerved,SeCtiOn
a

First Second A x B
Means Meant

.

1. Patience of teacher
in correcting errors , 5.62

$

2. . AttractivAness of room 4.12

-j. Effectiveness of teacher's
.lanagement. methods . 4.93

,4. Crowdedness ot-qassroom, 40.05

5. Democratic ,leadership
style of teacher 2.02

.

6. ialk'amongAtqdents c 1.5.05
)

,
. .

7.
.
Teacher stress on fgrm .

ofre-sponset .0
..

. 3.33
.

8. $tudent.obedience to
teacher . .4.43

9. Quantity of directions:
overly 4e2splicit and 4.

rePetitive . .,3.78
` .

t
10. 'Classrdom interruptichis, 3.62

- 0 - q

11. Teacher use of students
in perfoiming certain class-'

.

oom functions 5.58r6,32
/ . - .

12. Teacher has seating
arrangement_ .. 1.57,-

. .

1.3. FregdenCy of seating
arrangement changes

,

2.89

.

I

.

.

5.65

5.43

5.19

2.40

331

5.04

1

2.90

5.06

3.71

3.74

3

'1.78

3.12

Al

.01

.

,

.

.

I

.

5.72

4.81

5.07
f

2.71

2.65

5.06

.

.

3.2Q

4.97

3,67

3.58
7

5.9g,

1.67

2.98

.

°

.

5.56

4.74

5.06.

2.74

2.67

5.03

.
.

3.02

4.54.

,

3.81

1.7,9'

-

646

1.68'

3.04

\

Y

.01

.

,

.

-.

.

.

,

, .

--,,

'

.

...

,

li

.:.

...

114

o.

.

4,
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Table 13' (ciant.)

OP.

Variable
Subject. Matter

Math English
Means Means

Observed ec i n,
First Second A x B
Means Means

14. Consistency of
enforcement of rules .,

amp

15. Teacher grants requests
to go to restroom or water
fountain

16. Length of time after
bell-for class to begin

e

17: Teacher uses
'explanations' to solve
behavior problems

18. Amount of disturbance
teacher accepts ,

19,Amount of teacher
confusion, fluster

20. Correction of minor
_

misbehaviors

21. Mgnitoring of class

22. Efficiency of
transitions during the
clash period

..

23. High level of teacher
affection

24.' Range of affection:
low end .

25. Range of affection:
high end

26. Teacher solidarity.
.

.
with group -

27. Teacher anxiety

28.,Teacher confidence level

29. Teacher enthusiasm

'4.22

'2.29

- 2.0

2.57

4.17

. 1.78.

, 2.98

4.86

460

4.45

2.72
.

5.43

3136

'2.69

5.74

4.71

-

t

..

4.10

2.29

2.50

2.78

1

3.99

1.64

3.49

5.04

4,35

4.87

3.08

5,88_

'3.67

2.51

6.18

4.97

.

A

-'

't,

c

4.18
.

2.32

2.33

2.65

4'.,04

1.64 '

3.28

4.92 -

4.32

.73 .
-lot-

,

-2.9§

. '4;5469

'

3i57:

2 t9

5.91

4.93
-,

4.15

2.27

-

2.27

_

N.2.70

I

4.12

1.77

3.19

4.98

-4.63

4.59

2.82

r,5.63-

-3.4,6

2.61

.

6.01
ta,

4.75

.01

.03

. .

.

'1 Jr

, .

.

t

.

.

.

.

,

155
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Table '13 -(eorit.)

Vaiiable
Subject Matter

Math: English
Means Means 2.

Observed Section .

First, Second A x B
Meats Means A

30. Studeht respect for
teacher _

.

34. Teacher deals effec-
tively with student
personal problems

32. Teacher socializing
.

with students

33. Teacher awareness of
coder

.

41,

34
..sk
Teacher credibility .

..
. .

35. Teacher showm p

.-
36. Academic encouragemten
given by teacher,,,,

-37.-Ativenegt to
student input

38 1,1UrturanCe of student
affective skills 4.fr'*

.

i39. Variety and choice4r,n0
assignments
.

40. TeaChe± Use of self-
.paced work

/. .
/

41, Teacher use of
blackboard for lectures
and discuisions

42. Teacher use of audio-
visual aids

43. Teacher,use of oral
reading f

..'

%
44. Teacher use of drama;
students read parts in plays
or stories

,

..

.

4.7$

.

2.78

3.71

1.88

5.41

1.28

4.26

5.72,

3.66

1-02

.

-1.28

4.9'k,

'-

.67.

r19,

-, ,02
3.-4,..4 ,

1

5.03

i .1'

3.38

4.14

1.95

5.74

2.40,

. 4.45 -,

6* 18

4.90

-.

-1.73

'IVO

1,55

-62.19

1.49

.

1.71 ..01

,

1.04

.

.01

.01

.05

,

01
,

.01

,

.01

4:91

2.97

31;,)

1.98

-5.60 ,

i

1.82

'

4.34

5.90

4... 27
\..

1.31_

1.40

. 3.53

.

i

.99

,

1 . 89

.53

.

4.89

3.19,

3.94

.

1.84

.

5.56

'-' 1.85

4.37

6..00

4.28

1.44

. .

1.43

.

*3:60

.17

.

,4.001
-...

,

(.53
.

'

.

--.*-

.03

.03

.02

1

.

1'
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Table 13 (cont.).

Variable
Subject Matter Observed Section

Math English First Second A x B
Means Means p_ Means Means /1

0

45:Teacher's productive
use of own-mistakes

.,

46. Teacher goes to students
during statwork*

0 . Student eagerness for
response opportunities

.

48. Time allotted for ,

class discussion

.

49. Task-oriented .

seatwork . .

50. Amount of teacher
. '

preparation

51. Teacher attention to
111(rning disability'
children or,slow learners.~

52.--Teacher academic
effectiveness ,

,

53..Frequency of homework
.

54. Amount of class time
spent in productive work

,

55. Teacher emphasis'on
'grades' ' '

56, Teacher concern for. ,

academic achiekrement; i

grades ,

' L
57. Teacher primarily- ..

ledtures

''r

58. Teacher primarily
assigns seatWork -1

,

59. Teacher priMarily
uses class discussions

. ,

.

.60: Teacher'command of'
subject matter

. : .,

5.45

et-

2.84

,

. -

4
.
.98.

2.69

0

5.10

5.91

5p28.

4.50

5.38
.

c/5.53

5.05

5.43

.

.
2.62

5.02,

.

1.97

, '

"6,50 --,

,

5.25,

1.72

5.26

.

2.97

5.17

5.47

--.".t

4.85

4.53

3.65

;

,

5.40

4.58

,

,

5.12

1.77

5.1.)

2.44

T,
6.14

.01

4

.

,...----

.01

.01

_

i

. i
.

5.36 -15.34

2.25 2.32
.

5.07 5.17

ith

,

2.77 2.90'

5.09 5..18

5.59 '5.80

,

4.93 5.21

,

.4.0 4.56
.-

4.48 4:55

. .

5.49 5.45

4.82. 4A0

...../

5.30 5.25'
t .

, C.

.2.26, 2.13

W
)

5.08 ..-5.07

2.10 2.30

; --- '
6.22 ....- 6.42

-

Ir

,

-

,

.

,

,t

ir-
.05

.

a

....

,

.

.

,, '

.

,

.

.

.

.

.........----

.04

. .

.

,

.

15 17



Table 13 (cont.)

Variable.
Subject Matter

Math English
Means Means .2.

Observed Section'
First Second, A x B
Means Means 2.

. .

61. Difficulty leyel of
teacher's questions

. ,.

62. Teacher consistently
plats sufficient work for
class ,

63. Teachei,consistently.

gives,feedback on assigned
work

t

640.. Coder, if 7th, or 8th

grader, would choose this
teacher

FACTOR I
Effectiveness of teacher
organization,, contr

.

FACTO I

rienta on of teacher
to stude persotal,,
affective s

FACTOR III ,

Glasswork usually takes .

the form of seatwork rather
than discussion,

F!,4CTOR "TV'

Use of oral reading
and drama

FACTOR V
Teacher coMpetence,,
confidenceL, f

.

'

,

.

3.31

1.34

1.66

4.22

49.97

.

48.03

49.28

42.86

49.95

3.33

.

1.35

,

1.60

.

-

'4.55

.

49.99

.

51.46

50.44

54.88

49.97

,

,

-

-

.01

3,30

1.38

.

1.59

4.32

50.03

49.83

..

49.61
,

48.65
.

49.76

3.34

1.31

1.67

4.46

49.92

. .,

.

'49.66

,

50.10.

49:09

.

,

50.16

,

.

.

. -

I

i

,

.

_

.

.

tc

68 .(tog41)

A =`- 29 (math)

N -7,39 (English)

158



V,
'

Table 14. Correlat4ons 'Between Studeq,C's Scores.for their
--0. Math and English Classes on Ratings of their Teactiers1

1 * N

VARIABLE

STUDENT RATINGS-OF TEACHER

Student:

. .

1.' thinks the teacher 'knows the

subject well'.

2. thinks the teacher is always
-well prepared and organized

3. thinks the teacher enjoys teaching

4; thinks the teacher is interested
in knOwing students as well as
teaching thei

5. feels comfortable asking questions
or asking for help,

.4/ 0
6. 'feelsfeels comfOrtable about going to

the teacher with a personal problem

7. feelshe/she has learned a great
deal in the class

8. has enjoyed /he class,

1410

would ask for this teacher again9.
next year-

FACTOR I
Generalized liking of teacher

FACTOR II
.,Student view, of teacher',S

competency females only)

FACTOR III
4udent,vie4 of'teacher's

, competency (males only) -

FACTORIV
Favorable teacher/student
relationship (females only)

NicroR V
Favorable teacher /student.

relationship'(males only)

**E4:.01-

I'

15

1

198

197

-.10

198 '.09

'

19& -..01

198 .06,

3.95 .16*

196 .14*

`197 ..08

11.

197 -.06
4

,
6.0

198 .02
4

112

/1
83 .

112

t

83 a -.04



Table 15 (cont.)

17. gets along well with teacher, as

positive affective interactions

18. is aggressive, has "chip'on his
shoulder", engages in physical or
verbal abuse of others

19. is irresponsible, doesn't turn in
work on time, comes without supplies

20. continually talks to neighbors, turns
around in chair to talk

lacks cooperativeness, shows no
desire to work with others,
disagrees frequently

221 is a behavior problem; disrupts class
frequently, is often .reprimanded,

.

criticized., etc.

23.'has athletic ability, is well
coordinated, muscular, etc.

24. uses profanity often--at least
every few,sentences

25. displays ademic Qeer leadership
peers see the studerit ,a4 bright

FACTOR I

is not motivated or interested
and has bad work habits-

,

iaottgoing, sociable, happy - interacts
positively'with both teacher and'peers

-FACTOR III'

.ia physically mature and well coordinated.. .

FACTOR IV
3

;

has antisi)ck :emdenciea
o 0

*.2. . 0 5
' 4

, *

r\pii 53**

198 .64**

198 .63**

198 60**

192 .54**

198 . .63**

199 .60**

197 .51**

198 .65**

199 .74**

199 .78**.

199
_

.7Z**

'199 , .58**
a



Table 15 (cont.)

17. gets along well with teacher, as

positive affective interactions

18. is aggressive, has "chip'on his
shoulder", engages in physical or
verbal abuse of others

19. is irresponsible, doesn't turn in
work on time, comes without supplies

20. continually talks to neighbors, turns
around in chair to talk

lacks cooperativeness, shows no
desire to work with others,
disagrees frequently

221 is a behavior problem; disrupts class
frequently, is often .reprimanded,

.

criticized., etc.

23.'has athletic ability, is well
coordinated, muscular, etc.

24. uses profanity often--at least
every few,sentences

25. displays ademic Qeer leadership
peers see the studerit ,a4 bright

FACTOR I

is not motivated or interested
and has bad work habits-

,

iaottgoing, sociable, happy - interacts
positively'with both teacher and'peers

-FACTOR III'

.ia physically mature and well coordinated.. .

FACTOR IV
3

;

has antisi)ck :emdenciea
o 0

*.2. . 0 5
' 4

, *

r\pii 53**

198 .64**

198 .63**

198 60**

192 .54**

198 . .63**

199 .60**

197 .51**

198 .65**

199 .74**

199 .78**.

199
_

.7Z**

'199 , .58**
a
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Table 16. Correlations Between Teachers' Ratings of the
Same Students in Math and English Classelil

r

° . NVARIABLE

1. Student's motivation, comparqd to
the rest of the class

2. Teacher would want the student,in
his/her'elass again

3:- "Student's academic performance,

compared= `-w_the'rest of the class

4. Student's record for turning in
homework on time

5. Student's behavior in class

0.

r .

198 .61**

1

193 .40**

199 .60**

182 .58**

I

199 .54**
ti

162

a

P

O

-

a

erg

4,

a

N.,



41.

Table 17. Correlations between the Same Students' Mean Scores per ClaSs
)Period for their Math and English Classes' from the Low Inference

Observational Coding Systeml

VARIABLE

Rate of:,

1. publicresponse opportunities

2. process' questions

3. product questions

4. 'ch6ipe qattions

5. opinion questions

6. 'preselect-patterned type of seleition

.1

N r

N

194 .28**

A94 .33**

194 .21**

194 -.09

194 r-.03

194 -.21 **°

7. preselect non-patterned type'of *
selection 194' -.64 V

. ,
e

8. non-volunteer type of selection .194. .41**'

0. volunteer-type of selection 194. 42**
%

....-.
.

10. call-out type of select &on , 194 .24** . ,

/
li: correct answers v 194 ,25**

12. incorrect answers , 194 .10

13. "don't know " answers 194 -.04

14. no responses ',... . 194 ,. .10*
11

...

15. student-initiated questions .194 .52**
.- .

. )

16. student-initiated comments
/
/ 194 .42**,

.'r
Wit

. -
17. academic praise . 194, f .14

...
,:z. .

.

. .

18. academic criticism 194 19*t .

of

0

.19. student initiations evoking a'negative
teacher response .

'20. total sustaining feedbadk

? V
,

0
!, /41,

/ 4., 1

e

o

r
1.6 3

1

, 194 1 21**

.13

0

`r



; ARIABLE

...

4'
N

tl

r

f

, .

Rate Of: /../ ,

di)
......--.

21. °Sustaining feedback given wfyng answers
w

in academic response,--01354rtuoitics

context

4

22. sustaining feedba k given "don't knowll
,or no respOn in ac emic response
opportunities conte

194

194

`,

.16**

-.03

I23. total dyadic contaaS, 194 .51**

24. pOliC ad'eprivate work contacts
-sought,by,student*, 194 .44**.

11'

25. student initiated work contacts 4

A
which are content related, 194

.'.
(..

.35**

26. teacher-initiated work contacts 194 .12 ';

27. student initiated work contacts
Which are procedure related 194

AV .

28. teacher initiated contacts which are
'procedure related 194 %17*'

29r student,initiated.contacts that are
personal %.

30. social contacts thaE'are student,
ikitiated ,-1-

. r
31. social "contacts -tiat are teacher 4

, initiated 194,
4

, v
e"

-32. private student-initiated contacts .; 194

331 private teacher initiated' con6a ts

4.'

34: total behavioral contacts

'35. behavioral criticism and threat
4. ,

36. Milcimisbehaviors

. 37. serious misbehay.iofs

- 164
:-

t

e I

194 .11

194 .31** 11
4

194

k
194 :32**

194, '.33**

(A

I



Table, 17 (cont.)

VARIABLE

38. total'reinforcing dyadic contacts

39, t6tal aversive dyadic contacts

O

',

a

1'6 5'

p

N.

V/

194 -- .13

194 ,39**

I



Table 18. CorrelatiOns Between,pripportipn Scores for.the 'Same
- Studentkin Their Math and,English Classes from the'

Low Inference Observational CodinvSysteml
.

.

Proprtion of

1. resppnse opportunVies generated by process question

I r

, , 2. response opportunities generated

3-response opportunities generated

4. response opportunities generated

5. process questions which students

'

6. product questions which students

1.6

by product question .07'"

by choice question -.05',

etipinion question r.03

answered correctly, -.01

answered correctly .04

7. choice questions which students answered correctly no data

. ,

8: opinion questions which.students answered ;rith
"don't know'or no response

9: response opportunities given tostudentp.who were
preselected in patterned turns.

.ro. .response opportgnities given to students-Who, were,
preselected in non-patterned turns

ho.d.ata

vp, -.04

.1 .

11. response opportunities which.teacher gave' to
non- volunteers .37**

12. response opportunities which teacher gave. to
volunteers

t3. response opportunities which students answered by
calling .out

14. preselected, patterned turn stud nts who answered
correctly -.26

A

15.' preselected, non=patterned turn students who,
answered-Correctly

16, non-yolunteers who answered correctly
$

17. _volunteers who answered correctly

18. -call-out student's who ansWered.correctly

correct answers

166

, .

A
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,Table 18 (cont.)

9

20. ilporrect answers

21. answers which were know'!

22-. °answers which were no response °

23. civrect answers which teacher praised

24. 'correct a..1-1swers
4

after whiCh teacher asked new,.
question

, 25. correct answers after which teacher asked non-
academic question.

.1.

-.04

.oa

.10

.07

.17*

26. correct answers which teacher integrated into the
class discussion

.25**

27. correct answers after which teacher give no feedback -.02

28. correct answers after which teacher gave ptocess
feedback

29. incorrect answers which teacher criticized

' 30. incorrect answers
question

31. incorrect answers
the question-

incorrect answers'after which teacher asked a new
question,

. .04

33. incorrect answers after which-teacher asked a non=

,f

after which teacher repeated the

aftei which teacher simplified

/I
.20**

a

10

.03

;34.

"35.

academic question

incorrect answers
class discussion

incorrect answers
feedback

J r .11

36. incorrect answers
process feedback

which .teacher integrated into -the

,after which teacher gaveno

after whichteacher gave

, .)

167.

-:04

.

no data .7."

-!-.06

O
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Table 18 (cont.)

-37. incorrect answers after which teacher gave the answer

38. incorrect answers after which teacher asked another
student

39. incorrect' answers- after which another student called'
out the answer

40. "don't know" and no ,response answers
teachercriticized

41. "don't know" and no response answers
teacher repeated the question

42. "don't' know" and,no response answers
teacher simplified the question

after which

after which

after which,

43:* "don't know" and no response answers after which
teacher asked a new question

44. "don't know" and no response answers after-which
'teacher asked a non-academic question

45. "don't know" and no response answerer -after which
teacher gave,process feedback

46. "don't know" and no response answers after which
teacher gave the answer

47. "don't know" and no respodse answers after which%
teacher asked another student 40 ,

48. "don't know-and no,jesponse answers after which
another student called out the answer

49. process queptions which students answered
incorrectfy-

,.

50. product qdestions whichstudents answered
incorrectly

. 51. ch9ice questions which stUdents answered
. 0 :Incorre 'ly- , ,

J,_

C

e

.23

-./5

-.07

-.04

-.08

no data

-.03

.09

-.12

-.24

.13

-.03

no data

:

i

1
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"Table 18 (cont.

.

52. prbcdss questions which students answered with
"don't know" . -.03 -

53. product questions which student answered with
"don! t know" .05

!
fo'

54. Choice questions which students answered with
"don't know" no data

'55. proceis questions to 'which students gave no
response answers

56. product questions to which students gave no
response answers .15

1 57. choice questions to which students gave no
response answers no data

58. preselected, patterned turn students who were
asked product questions

59. preselected, non-patterned turnistudents who
were asked process questions

'preselected, non-patterns? turn students who

-.21**

were asked product questions -.034

61. preselected, nom -patterned turn students who
were.asked"choice questions no data

62. process questions directed to non-colunteers .32**

63. product questions directed to non-volunteers .37**

64. choice questions directed to non-volunteers .65_-

65. *pinion...questions directed to non-volunteers no data

66.. process questi 'ted to volunteers- :16
4

67. prOtuct questions dire ted to volunteers .20*

68. choices questions di cted to volunteers
.

. i
: -.25

69. opinion questions directed to volunteers no data

70. process questions answered by a student calling
out , r .12

Sr.

169
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Table 18 (cont.) -

71. product questions answered by a student calling
,out

72. choice questions answered by a student calling
out

73. opinion questions answered by a student calling
out *

74. answers to'process questions which teacher praiied'

75. answers to product. questions which teacher praised'

:25**

no data

..24

03

76. answers to choice questions which teacher praised. ' no data
. .

77. answers t4opinion questions which tea Iher praised no data

78. answers to process questions which teacher criticized no data

79. answers to product questions which teacher criticized -.04A,

80. process questions after which teacher repeated.
the question'

81: product questions after which teacher repeated
the question

82. choice questions after which teacher repeated
the question 1

83. process'qqestions
the quest?'

84. product questions
the question

85. . choice questionS
the question

86. process questions
question

87. product questions
question

. ,

88: choice questions'aftet which teacher asked a new
question

after which

0

after .which

r,_

after which

no data

-teacher simplified,'

teacher simplified

teacher simplikfied

after which teacher asked a new

'aftei which teacher. asked a new

170'

.16

.05

-.08

-.04,

".38

4ic
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Table- 18 (cont.)

opinion questions which teacher asked new
question

90. proceSs questions after which teacher asked a
nonacademic question

91 . product questions after whick teacher asked a
nonacademic question

-92. answers to process questions which teacher
integrated into the class discussion

93. answers to product questions which teacher
integrated into the class discussion,

94. answers to choice questions which teacher'
integrated into the'class 4scussion

e 95. answers to opinion,suestions which teacher
integrated into the class discussion t

96. process questions
feedback

- 0

97. product questions after
feedba

98. process questions after which teacher
feedback

after which teacher gave no

which teacher gave no

.99. product questions after which teacher
feedback

gave process

gave process

. .

100. choice questions after which teacher gave process
feedbacks

101. opinion questions after which teacher gave process
4%feedback

oho

102. .process questions after which teacherigave the
answer

103. product questions after which teacher gat the
answer

4

104. choice questions after which teachyr,gave the
answer

171
11 3 '

no data

no data.

.00

a

.22

.28**

.41

no data

L

SK.

.02-

.Q3

.12

.17*i -11

no data

no data

.18.

:no- data

FN

00
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Table 18(cont.)

ti

105. process questions after which teacher asked
another student -.12

106: product queStions after which teacher asked'
another student 7.03

107. choice\OestAns after which teacher asked
another' student no data

108. 'process questions after which 'Another student
called out the answer -.02

:,

109. product questions after which another student
called out the answer -.06

110. choi questions after which another student
cal d

le out the ansWer. t Q no data

111. preselected, patterned turf students who
answered incorrectly' -.21

'112. preselected, non-patterned turn students who
answer'd incorrectly -.17

113.. mai-Volunteers who answere&-incorrectly .01

-.01

115. call-out students who answete correctly .22.

116. preselected; patterned turn students who answered/-
with "don't know"

114. volunteers who answered incorrectly

117. preselected, non - patterned turn students who
answered with "don't know"

no data

4
no data

118. non-volunteers who answered with."don't know" .13
4

119. volunteers who answered with "don't know" o -.02

120.. pteselected, patterned turn students who gave
no response answers . no data

121. _preselected., non:Tatterned turn students who gave
no response answers . no data e-

112. 'non-volunteers who gave no response answers .07

172
1

k



Table 18 ,cont.)

1/4 ,

123. preselected, patterned turn students whom teacher

praised
,

124. preselected, non-patterned turn students whom
teacher praised

125. non-volunteers whom teacher praised

126. volunteers whom teacher praised

127. call7out students whom teacher praised

128. non-volunteers whom teacher criticized

. 129. call-out students whom teacher criticised

130. preselected, patterned turn students for whom
teacher'repeated the question

4

.74 :

no data

-00

:110

° .28*

-.02

-.03

no data

131. preselected, patterned.turn students for whom
teacher repead the'question no data

132. non-volunteers for whom teacher repeat ,the
question

133. volunteers for whom teacher repeated the question -.03 :

134. call-out students for whom teacher repeated the
question ,,, . -.03

135., preseleCtedi patterned turn students for whom.,
0.. .

teacher simplified the question no data

136. preselected, nod-patterned turn students for whom
teacher simplified the question .. -:17

137. non-volunteers for whom teacher simplified the

question

138. voldnteers for whom teacher simplified the question -.03

139. call -out students for whom teacher simpiified,the'-

questioa. no data
.

140. preselected, patterned turn students whom_teadher

asktd new questions do data

r

p

\

1'0
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Tab '\e 18 (cont.)

-i ,

. ..

141. preselected, non-patterned turn students whom teacher
asked new questions - '-.26

.......

, <t ,

142. non-volUnteers whom teacher asked new questions ,. , -.93,
4

143. Volunteers whom teacher asked new questions - -.05

144. call-out students wham.teacher asked new questions .67

......
. ,

145. Preselected, patterned turn students wpOrkteacher ,

gave non-academic feedliack tr :- lio data

t.

146. non-volunteers whom teacher gave non-acadfamic
feedback

1, 4,,

147. 'volunteers whom teacher gave non - academic feedback -.02

A

148. call -out) students whom teacher gave non-academic
feedback/

-.149. pre-selected, patterned turn students whose answers -
teacher integrated into the class discussion no data

150. preselected,non-patterned turn students whose-
answers teacher integrated intb,thg class discusdion .86**

151. non-volunteers whose answers tea her integrated into
the class discussion .34**

152. volunEeerswhOse answers teacher i tdgrated into
the clasg discussion 1J .27**

153. call -out students whose answers teacher integrated
',Anto the class discussion

154. non-volunteers whom teacher gave no feedback

155. volunteers whon.teacher gave no feedback

156.

.32*

-.02

-.02

Call-out students whom teacher gave no feedback -.03

157, preselected,,patterneditOrn students whom teacher
gave process feedback nb.data,

158. preselected, non-patterned tur
gave process feedback

1 74,

dents whom teacher
no. data

a
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Table 18 (con,t.) Nt;

159. non volunteers whom teacher gave p'rocess%feedback .12

.

160. 'volUn ers whom teacher gave process feedback .20
,

161. call-out students whom teather gave process feedback 7.02

.162. preSelected,Thatterned.turA studepts whom teacher ,

gave the answer 4'.

163. preselected, non-patterned turn students who teacher
galve the answer no data

164. non-,-volunteers whom teacher ga'Ve the answer

165. volunteers whom teacher gave the answer

166.

.14,

-.03

-out students whom teacher gave the answer .04

. ,

167. preselected, patterned turn students whose turns ).
tieacher'terminated by asking another student , no data

168. preselected, non-patterned turn students whose
turns teacher terminated by asking another dtudent no data

169., non - volunteers whose turns teacher terminated by
asking another student -:06

170: volunteers Whose turns teacher terminated by asking
another student -.08

171. call-out students,whose turns teacher terminated by
asking'another student ,.06:

1 .

172. non volunteers whose turns another student terminateT-
by calling out -.01

.4.

-4*...

173. volunteers whos&urns another student terminated_py,
calling out . 7.034

1,74. call-Out students'who'se turns another
A

student
terminated by calling out

175. correct answers given by preselected, patterned
turn students

176. correct answers
9
- given .by preselected,

turn students

175.

02

-.19*

non-patterned

4 -.02

,0'

116
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Table 18 (cog.)

177. correct answers given-by non-volunteers

178. correct answers given by volunteers

given by students who called out

180. incorrect. answers given by preselected, patterned
turn students

179. correct answers

LC,

181. incorrect answers given by preselected, non- /"--
patterned turn students

182.

183.

184.

/
incorrect answers given by non-volunteers

incorrect answers given )-,67 volunteers

incorrect answers given by_ students who called out

185. ','don't know" or no response answers given by
preselected, patterned turn students

\
186., "don't know" and no response answers. given by.
. -

187.

188.

preselected, non - patterned turn students

"don't know" and no response answers,giVbn by
non-volunteers

-.05

incorrect answers after which teacher gave sustaining
feedback

189. "don't-know" and no response answers after which
teacher gave sustaining feedback

190. all response opportunities after'which teacher gave
sustaining feedback

-Student Initiated: rot

-191. questions and coMments,which were .questions

192.

193.

194.

195.

questions and comments which were

question's which were cal

called -out questions whi

relevant questions which
criticized

led-out

ch were relevant

wve called-out allsk

comments

176

.21

-.04

-.J.0

-.00

.06

-.02

5

4

0

4

f'
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Able 18 (cont.)

b

J

1.11'

'4 ,

-%;

.

a 3

96: elevant questidnS-which 'were called -out and
r '

ignored -.04,

197. -,relevant.questions which 'were called-out and not
accepted V .04,4-

198. relevant questions Which were called-out and given
feedkack

199. -relevant questions which were called -out and given
process feedback .13

0

43,

o

200; releyant questions which were called-out and
integrdted into the class discussion

201. cialled-out questions'which werl'irrelevant
I

202. irrelevantgquestions which were called-out and
ignored. t .

203., irrelevant questions which were calleeout and
,not accepted ,

irrelevant-questions' which, were called- it and .

given feedback

205.- questions Which Were not called-out

.45**

-.Q1

-.02

-:02

°.00

.22*

206., questions which were relevant :21*

207.relevant_questions which were not accepted -.03

N

6

)

208. relevant questions which were given feedback

A
t 209.

t
'\(elevant questions which were given process feedback

. . .

210. relevant questions which were redirected

'211.. relevant questions integrated into the clAs
discusSion .

o
...,x , .

..

217. questions which were irrelevant

213. irrelevant qUeStions which were given feedback

. 214. comment's which were called-put
41r

*c5

.10

.30 **

-.03

-.06

.3214

-.25*

.of

ae

.t
0..

177 e,



Table 18'(Cant.)

. s.'

2154 relevant commeqs which were

216. releirant comments which were
praise
-

217. relevant comments Which were
criticism

218. 'relevant comments which

called-out

called-out, and 'given

called-out and given,

weYe called-out and

relevant.comments which were called-out
...A.accepted

220. relevant comments which were
/
/feedback

.

./' ,..

. _ .

221. relevant comments which
/4 e process feedbadk

=:13

..29*

ignored .04

and not

called-out and given

were called-out and given

222.- relevant comments which were called-out and
integrated into the Class discussion

223. trreleleant comments -which 'were called-out

ir4levant
criticized

~

225. irrelevant, comments_which-were called-out
ignored

' 224. comments which were called-out-and'

226. irrelevant comments which
accepted ,

.,

227, irrelevant comments which
feedback

20. relevant comments which,
229. -relevant comments

ire given' praise

- 230: relevant -comments

given feedback
.

231. relevant.cathments-whioh
.- given process feedback

\ -
which

Which
I. .

and,

were called-out and not

were called-out and given

were not'called-out

wereot called -out and.

were not Called -ou and

-were not called-out and

.

-.05

-.22

-.06

-.04

.14 -

.7.04

were

were

.13

-'.09

.08

-



4 Table 18,,(Cont..)

se-

were

11 s

AP?.
relevant cOM*ItswhiCTUtre.norcalled-out and
which-were integrated pltathe Class disCussion

233. irrelevant comments. which
, -

and were ignored

,4

were not called-out
al -.03

irrelevant comments which were not called-out.wid-
.

were not accepted ,rio data

235., rreleyant comments whic
were given feedback

. ,
...

.
236. questions and comments m ICh were_praised

,

.

237. questions and comments which were criticized
- ,. ,, .

0 ,

not called7out and

Student. Created:
,

238. :contacts which re/lated to academic content

.239. contacts which-related to classroom procedure

240. academic related contacts which were agiven. praise

241:- academic related
.criticism

1

academic related
"teache'r,c htact

243. acadethic rela ea
Iteachencontac-,

'contacts which were given

:contacts which involved'abrf.ef

contacts which involved long

244. ,academic- .related

contact

.245. 'atad-emic related

'feedbatk,,

cont in which

-.6.

no data

no-data

d

.25**

.17*

.03

-.05'

.13

teacher- delayed ..

contacts which Were' given

.246. ,academic relaied,contacts which were gigen"process
.. feedback

4 .

247. contacti.4which involved personal requests .-

.248. personbl contacts whic
,

, 249. personal, -contacts whicji..
.

eacher granted

er delayed,

-.02 ,

1

persernall:Contacts which _teacher di4fnot-grant

';

r ` 4

4
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Table. (cont.).

251. academic related contacts given grief .01
-

. 252. academic. related contacts given brief/process
feedback

,

.16*

253. academic related contacts given long fdedback -.01' .

- 4 .

254. academiC related contacts given long process
' feedback .- .20*

. ATeacher Initiated:' .
,

)
,

1 .

41. 255. contacts which relatedtb academic content
,,1 . , -..... -

i256. academic related contacts which involved prase -- -.08
,

, -
257. acadethic related contacts which -01P i,nvolved criticism .26**

258. academic related contacts which were brief. -:03
\ , A

.

''zi 259. academic relaied\contacts which Were lOng

!260. academic related i

tontac ts An whIch.teaCher
tobServed student .

t

I 4261, ,academic related contacts ich involved feedbaa-

,

lv e
j

, f

.12I

A' 262: ;academic related contactsrwhich:invod proc
4eedback- }

.... t,
.

. .

f'',it 263. academic related contacts which dnvolired.brief-

."'-
(' -'':

feedback . .05.
, -.

.

-.08 '-

264....acadeMic'related contacts which involved- brief
process feedback

.

265:- ..4cadentic' related contacts which 'involved long_
,,feedback

,A.4%-y

atadpie rilated contactsrhich .involved long

tot
'7 process feedbaek

267. contacts "which aaEed. to clasSroom procedure
,

..J.

.-;04

18a

.09,

.26**



Table 18 (cont.)

BenaVliapcoRelated COntaCtS:'
A

.

4g.

.268; 'misbehaviors tti"which teaChgp responded but which- ,

coder did not observe .03
.

,

269. nondisruptive MisbehaviorseTaydreaming, wasting
time) . -

270.. misbehaviors in which student socialized with
'others ' 4-

l

.07 .

.20'

271% misbehayiors which involved being late to class -.02.

2724.' disruptive misbehaviors
.

273. misbehaviors in which student sassed -or defied

teacher

274. misbehaviors in which student was verbally
aggressitoward teacher or .peers

275. misbehaviors in which student was physical1
aggressive toward teacher or peers

.

276.',,,miSbehavinrs in which student left clas6 without

- permission

inisbehaviCis which* iiivolveci.contrabawd items

(knives. '~adios, toys, etc:) ' a5

.28**,

.02

-s.02

378., misbehaviors in which student baited teacher .21*

'sbehaiiiorst.in which Student/:slept in-class-

280. m sbehaviorsVwhich could'i* be classified in
6 above-

-281. misbehaviors
verbally- .

282..(
./ .

misbehaviors
teacher

in which teacher. intervened'non=.

!"

. .

403

which involVePtanagement reggest:from.

1.

.18

28-3.' misbehgvicbts.Aich involved Management request'but
teher.direaed to Wrong-StU4ent-(target

. .

etroi)

"

- -
) ( 44 '4

. ,

.
,

)

rj
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Table 18 (cOnt.)

I. 14.

.

*

'284, misbehaviors which involved manageMentxequest but

t

in which teacher delayed acting (tiding error)
-

285 . misbehaviOrs whichinvolved management request
4

and- which teacher overreacted

ehaviors which teacher criticized -.05

l'k4187, misbehaviors in which'ttacher criticized wrong_
student (target error) to data

. '5

.

ii7.8. misbehaviors in which teacher delayed criticizing
t.., (timing error) -.06

289. misbehaviors in which teacher overracted
criticism -.02

290. misbehaviors in which teacher threatened'student

201. misbehaviors in which teacher delayed threatening'
Kitiming error).

P '
. 1

292.: misbehaviois in whfch e4cher,overreacted with = . -
.: .

threats .,.
. ., ' ''', do data

..--

. .

, ,.,_:_.:.,

293., misbehavfors,..which involved management rectuest
-,, .

-

cam,-, - ,,,,but which coder did not obstrye no data

4;

-:-= 294. misbehaviors which teacher/eifticized but which
coder did not observe . : no. data . ,.

. '
., _

- , .
. - .

295...mild misbehaviors -'in which'teacher intervened
'fionverbaily;j1,.. 2 :-.07 ' ,

296 billd misbehaviors which involved manageme'nt
requestfrom teacher
* "

'I'f
297. mild misbehaviors which teacher criticiied, -.20

298. mild migbehaviors.in which teaCher,xhreatened
''student - . -.09

-.08

. , j
299. nisbebaviorsin which'student socialized with \ .

i- j`+ otherS and in which teacher intervened nonverbally -:04
.

lop. misbehaviors in which-student socialtzed with others
t.

-- aidighiCh.involvedmanAgement request :- -.07.

i
.
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Table -18 (cont.) ..
301. misbehaviors in Lhich student sociairzed with

others and teacher criticized
. -.11

302. ,misbehaviors in which student \socialized with

,othersvand-in.which.teacher threatened student .21

303. tardiness which involved management reque'st no data

304. tardiness which teacher criticized no data

305.. disruptive misbeha'Yiors it which teacher inter-
vened nonverballly

;39

306. disruptive misbehaviors which involved management
request 4. it

--,k
307. disruptive tisbehayitort,

,
which te er:\criticized .21-

30.8. disruptive misbehaviors in which teacher threatened
studept -.10

309. misbehaviors in which student sassed or defied
teacher and Which involved management requist - no data

.

310: misbehaviors which student sassed or
.

defied ,!

teacher and whi h tAacher criticized
' 'no dat

. . . , 7 . .

311,,''miibehaviors inl hich student sasse or defied,
teacher and iliftw ich teasCher_kthreat ed studett no.data

. .
; ":-,,...", 4..

312`:.,misbehaviors'in Which studett was verbally,
v :aggressive and involved management request no data

,..., .

: -.

313.'.-:misbehaviors in which-Atudent'waS/Physically
'.,

..,

aggressive grid which involved` management request
. .- ,

314. misbehaviors in which student was phySically ..
-

....;,,,,- aggressive and whidi teacher criticized :. , ,.xio data
. .

no data

0'
4 V

. ' e. 315. Asbehydors in which student left class 'without .

tz
- .pqrission.andk hich involved ;management requeA no data.. .

...,.
. .

- Aro

316. thisbehavprs w icg ityolvedcontraband items and ;" .

anaremehtequest- no data4 ,.
- .% .

.17'.. misbehayio whiCh involved'contraband items and .

...,

...

t- .inwhidh tea her-,threatened-student
-. 4''''' : no data

-,-.. .

.
. . ..

. -..-z4..

which-inyolved

O

. .

4
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Table 18 (cont.)

318- misbehairiors atudent baited teacher and
which involved management request

319. miscellaneous misbehaviors (not in the above
categoyIes) which involved Management request no data

320. miscellaneous'misbehaviors (ot in. the above
categories) which teacher criticized no data

-
93cdata

321%

322.

',.1-4323

misbehaviors which involved management requests

misbehaviors` which teacher criticized

misbehaviors in which teacher threatened
'student

.24y#

*

-.01

.11

324. misbehaviors in which teacher.actedwithout
target or timing error \ .

, 1
.

325. misbehaviors'in which teacher aCted'with
target error'

326. misbehaviors inwhiCh teac
timing error

327. misbehavipt; in which teach
e

328. mild misbehavi:ars which invo

r acted With

r overreacted:

veCUmarlagement t

.01

.26**

-.04 `I,

24*

329.

requests I.

mild misbehaviors which teac

.;, '5
3Sde. , serioui misbehaviors which inolved

r' criti ci- zed

. management request's ,

.

331. serious mishphaviors which tackier _criticii'ed
. . . i

332.:. mild misbehaviors in which .Leached a ted
witHaut target .or timing e yor .r:

'333: mild misbehaviors in which tiacher,acted,:-
" with target. 'error S.' / , ' .

.

334.: mild Misbehaviors in w.
with timing-'error

edacher'acted

D.

-.32"

e T
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Table 18 (cont.)

7

335. mil2r`mtsbebaviors in Which teacher'overreacted_
336. .,serious misbehaviors in which teacher acted

without target or timing error
/ .

331. serious misbehaviors in which teacher acted
with target error K ...

338. serious misbehaviors 1/i:which teacher
with timing error - ,

acted -"

339. serous misbehaviors in which teacher overreacted

340.% keeaer,initiated contacts which were social

341. student - created contacts which:Were social

342. studentrcreated 'contaiits which were social
and which teacher accIpted

student - created contacts. which were

and wilichi,teacher did not accept
-

144; \Tsponse ppPortunities i# which teather praise'd "i;

social

345..

346:

1%,

347.

response opportunities

'dyadic contacts which

dyadic contacts which
questigps -

348. dyadic contacts
comments

349...

a

t`

.17

/./

no data

no data

.20

113

20,

.13 *

.06

in which teache4Oriticited -.03 ,

..f
, . . '

ware 'response opportunities:. .08_ i

were student-initietcted

whicH were student - initiated
' -

4 1.

dyadic contacts whith*re,studdnt-created'
(private)

a

350. dyadic contactswhich were teac Eirlinitiated
-

(private)

351. -dyadic contacts,which weie.behavio*related

dSradig: contacts which. were social ,

dyadiPecontatts which were private (not putai
-

-

8-5



'Table 18 (cont.)

354. dyadic contacts which were private and which
were studeni=treated excluding social)

355.* contacts involving academic content which
were private, and which teacher praised

356.

.27**

-.08

contacts involving academic content which were
private and which teacher criticized .16*

357. contacts .which were private and which involved
academic content 4 o

.354. contkcts which were private and which did not
involye-academic content

359. ,student-dsreated contacts which were public

360. teacher-initiated Nitacts which were public
(excluding }behavioral contacts)

361.

3 1

student-,created contacts'which were private
and whic1 related to academic 'content.

suden*created contacts whiCh.yere. i ate
d whiEh related/to classroom grodedu e .14

ontaces involving, academic contents in whichi;

eacher, gave pocess feedback
.

acber-initialed:contacts,which werdkbehavor

. ,51 **

.03

.25**

Itelated

O

'V

J


